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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the acting majority 
leader about the schedule for the re
mainder of the· week and, if possible
if he knows-about what will obtain dur
ing the following week. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is our plan to 
take up, tomorrow, Calendar No. 216, 
Senate bill 684, to clarify certain provi
sions of the Interstate Commerce Act. 
If there are to be any yea-and-nay votes 
or if amendments which necessitate yea
and-nay votes are offered, we shall put 
off the yea-and-nay votes until next 
Monday. However, we shall attempt to 
complete all other legislative action on 
that bill by Thursday, tomorrow-but 
if we are unable to do so, we shall have 
to meet on Friday-with the exception 
of legislative action by means of yea
and-nay votes. In other words, in con
nection with Calendar No. 216, Senate 
bill 684, on tomorrow we shall try to take 
:final action on all matters which do not 
require yea-and-nay votes; but if we 
are unable to do so, we shall have to 
have a session on Friday. However, I 
do not think we shall have to face that 
possibility. On Monday, we shall have 
the yea-and-nay votes, if such are re
quired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the acting majority leader yield further? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Is it the plan, then, 

to go from Thursday to Monday? 
Mr.HUMPHREY. Yes. 
When we complete our business_ today, 

I shall move that the Senate adjourn 
until noon, tomorrow. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
NOON, TOMORROW 

Mr. HUMPHREY. ·Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until tomorrow, at noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. From Thursday, 

we shall go over until Monday, if on 
Thursday we :finish all but the yea-and
nay votes-if any there be--on Calendar 
No. 216, Senate bill 684. 

In response to the question asked by 
the minority leader, I may say that we 
hope to take up, next week, the Export
Import Bank bill. It has recently been 
reported, and is on the calendar. 

There is also the possibility that we 
shall take up Calendar No. 230, Senate 
bill 1163, to amend certain provisions of 
the Area Redevelopment Act. 

These are the two key measures which 
we would hope to dispose of next week. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understood the lat
ter measure was set for Tuesday. 
-- Mr. HUMPHREY. We have tenta
tively set the area redevelopment bill 
for Tuesday. That is subject to change; 
and we shall know by tomorrow. 
· ' Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business .to come be
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate 
stand in adjournment, under the order 
previously entered, until tomorrow, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 7 
o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, June 
20, 1963, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate June 17, 1963: 
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Sidney W. Bishop, of California, to be 
Deputy Postmaster General, vice H. W. 
Brawley. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE 
Alexander Henry Flax, of New York, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, vice 
Brockway McMillan. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate June 19, 1963: 
IN THE PuBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The nominations beginning Michael Cane
lis to be senior surgeon. and ending Ber
nard W. Dahl to be assistant sanitary engi
neer, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on June 4, 1963; and 

The nominations beginning Alfred S. Nel
son to be senior surgeon, and ending Richard 
A. Mackey to be senior assistant health serv
ices officer, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD on June 4, 1963; and 

The nominations beginning Alice M. Wa• 
terhouse to be medical director, and ending 
Heber J. R. Stevenson to be senior health 
service officer, which nominations were re
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 11, 1963. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1963 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain,Rev.Bemard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
I Thessalonians 3: 12: The Lord make 

you to increase and abound in love one 
toward another and toward all men. 

Most merciful and gracious God, give 
us this day a clear insight into what is 
worthwhile and a scale of moral values 
that we can carry into the tasks and 
struggles of each new day. 

Make us more sensitive and responsive 
to our high calling to respect and rever
ence human personality and advance its 
welfare. 

Grant that we may give to all the 
members of the human family an equal 
opportunity and chance to develop their 
inborn capacities to the utmost. 

May we have broad horizons that will 
link our life with the whole social order, 
made up not only of the life of our fel
low men around us but also of those who 
have lived before us and those yet un
born. 

. Show us how we may release our minds 
from every trace of suspicion, prejudice, 
race-hatred, and from all those animosi
ties which destroy happiness and impede 
the world's progress : toward a nobler 
civilization. · 

In Christ's name we offer our prayer. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on June 13, 1963, the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 249. An act to amend section 632 of 
title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
an extension of the program of grants-in
aid to the Republic of the Philippines for 
the hospitalization of certain veterans; and 

H.R. 5366. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments, the Executive Office of the President, 
and certain independent agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DE
FENSE APPROPRIATION BILL 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent tliat the Committee 
on Appropriations may have until mid
night Friday,· Juhe 21, to· :file a privileged 
report on the bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the 
:fiscal year ending June· 30, 1964. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. FORD reserved all points of order 
on the bill. 

CIVIL RIGHTS AND JOB OPPORTU
NITmS-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES <H. DOC. NO. 124) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States; which was 
read, and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Last week I addressed to the Ameri

can people an appeal to conscience-a 
request for their cooperation in meet
ing the growing moral crisis in American 
race relations. I warned of "a rising 
tide of discontent that threatens the 
public safety" in many parts of the coun
try. I emphasized that "the events in 
Birmingham and elsewhere have so in
creased the cries for equality that no 
city or State or legislative body can pru
dently choose to ignore them.'~ "It is a 
time to act," I said, "in the Congress, in 
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State and local legislative bodies, and, 
above all, in all of our daily lives." 

In the days that have followed, the 
predictions of increased violence have 
been tragically borne out. The "fires of 
frustration and discord" have burned 
hotter than ever. 

At the same time, the response of the 
American people to this appeal to their 
principles and obligations has been re
assuring. Private progress-by mer
chants and unions and local organiza
tions-has been marked, if not uniform, 
in many areas. Many doors long closed 
to Negroes, North and South, have been 
opened. Local biracial committees, un
der private and public sponsorship, have 
mushroomed. The mayors of our ma
jor cities, whom I earlier addressed, 
have pledged renewed action. But per
sisting inequalities and tensions make it 
clear that Federal action must lead the 
way, providing both the Nation's stand
ard and a nationwide solution. In short. 
the time has come for the Congress of 
the United States to join with the execu
tive and judicial branches in making it 
clear to all that race has no place in 
American life or law. 

On February 28, I sent to the Con
gress a message urging the enactment 
this year of three important pieces of 
civil rights legislation: 

1. Voting: Legislation to assure the 
availability to all of a basic and power
ful right-the right to vote in a free 
American election-by providing for the 
appointment of temporary Federal vot
ing referees while voting suits are pro
ceeding in areas of demonstrated need; 
by .giving such suits preferential and ex
pedited treatment in the Federal courts; 
by prohibiting in Federal elections the 
application of different tests and stand
ards to different voter applicants; and by 
providing that, in voting suits pertain
ing to such elections, the completion of 
the sixth grade by any applicant creates 
a presumption that he is literate. Armed 
with the full and equal right to vote, our 
Negro citizens can help win other rights 
through political channels not now open 
to them in many areas. 

2. Civil Rights Commission: Legisla
tion to renew and expand the authority 
of the Commission on Civil Rights, en
abling it to serve as a national civil 
rights clearinghouse offering informa
tion, advice, and technical assistance to 
any public or private agency that so 
requests. 

3. School desegregation: Legislation to 
provide Federal technical and financial 
assistance to aid school districts in the 
process of desegregation in compliance 
with the Constitution. 

Other measures introduced in the 
Congress have also received the support 
of this administration, including those 
aimed at assuring equal employment 
opportunity. 

Although these recommendations were 
transmitted to the Congress some time 
ago, neither House has yet had an oppor
tunity to vote on any of these essential 
measures. The Negro's drive for justice, 
however, has not stood still-nor wlll it, 
it is now clear, until full equality is 
achieved. The growing and understand
able dissatisfaction of Negro citizens with 

the present pace of desegregation, and 
their increased determination to secure 
for themselves the equality of opportu
nity and treatment to which they are 
rightfully entitled, have underscored 
what should already have been clear: 
the necessity of the Congress enacting 
this year-not only the measures already 
proposed-but also additional legislation 
providing legal remedies for the denial 
of certain individual rights. 

The venerable code of equity law com
mands "for every wrong, a remedy." 
But in too many communities, in too 
many parts of the country, wrongs are 
inflicted on Negro citizens for which no 
effective remedy at law is clearly and 
readily available. State and local laws 
may even affirmatively seek to deny the 
rights to which these citizens are fairly 
entitled-and this can result only in a 
decreased respect for the law and in':' 
creased violations of the law. 

In the continued absence of congres
sional action, too many State and local 
officials as well as businessmen will re
main unwilling to accord these rights 
to all citizens. Some local courts and 
local merchants may well claim to be 
uncertain of the law, while those mer
chants who do recognize the justice of 
the Negro's request-and I believe these 
constitute the great majority of mer
chants, North and South-will be fearful 
of being the first to move, in the face 
of official, customer, employee, or com
petitive pressures. Negroes, conse
quently, can be expected to continue in
creasingly to seek the vindication of 
these rights through organized direct 
action, with all its potentially explosive 
consequences, such as we have seen in 
Birmingham, in Philadelphia, in Jack
son, in Boston, in Cambridge, Md., and 
in many other parts of the country. 

In short, the result of continued Fed
eral legislative inaction will be con
tinued, if not increased, racial strife
causing the leadership on both sides to 
pass from the hands of reasonable and 
responsible men to the purveyors of hate 
and violence, endangering domestic 
tranquillity, retarding our Nation's eco
nomic and social progress, and weaken
ing the respect with which the rest of 
the world regards us. No American, I 
feel sure, would prefer this course of 
tension, disorder, and division-and the 
great majority of our citizens simply 
cannot accept it. 

For these reasons, I am proposing that 
the Congress stay in session this year 
until it has enacted-preferably as a 
single omnibus bill-the most respon
sible, reasonable and urgently needed so
lutions to this problem, solutions which 
should be acceptable to all fair-minded 
men. This bill would be known as the 
Civil Rights Act of 1963, and would in
clude-in addition to the aforementioned 
provisions on voting rights and the Civil 
Rights Commission-additional titles on 
public accommodations, employment, 
federally assisted programs, a commu
nity relations service, and education, 
with the latter including my previous 
recommendation on this subject. In ad
dition, I am requesting certain legislative 
and budget amendments designed to 
improve the training, skills and economic 
opportunities of the economically dis-

tressed and discontented, white and Ne
gro alike. Certain executive actions are 
also reviewed here; but legislative action 
is imperative. 

I. EQUAL ACCOMMODATIONS IN PUBLIC 
FACILITIES 

Events of recent weeks have again un
derlined how deeply our Negro citizens 
resent the injustice of being arbitrarily 
denied equal access to those facilities and 
accommodations which are otherwise 
open to the general public. That is a 
daily insult which has no place in a 
country proud of its heritage-the heri
tage of the melting-pot, of equal rights, 
of one nation and one people. No one 
has been barred on account of his race 
from· fighting or dying for America
there are no "white" or ''colored" signs 
on the foxholes or graveyards of battle. 
Surely, in 1963, 100 years after emanci
pation, it should not be necessary for any 
American citizen to demonstrate in the 
streets for the opportunity to stop at a 
hotel, or to eat at a lunch counter in the 
very department store in which he is 
shopping, or to enter a motion picture 
house, on the same terms as any other 
customer. As I stated in my message to 
the Congress of February 28, "no action 
is more contrary to the spirit of our de
mocracy and Constitution-or more 
rightfully resented by a Negro citizen 
who seeks only equal treatment-than 
the barring of that citizen from restau
rants, hotels, theaters, recreational areas 
and other public accommodations and 
facilities." 

The U.S. Government has taken action 
through the courts and by other means 
to protect those who are peacefully 
demonstrating to obtain access to these 
public facilities; and it has taken action 
to bring an end to discrimination in rail, 
bus, and airline terminals, to open up 
restaurants and other public facilities 
in all buildings leased as well as owned 
by the Federal Government, and to as
sure full equality of access to all feder
ally owned parks, forests, and other 
recreational areas. When uncontrolled 
mob action directly threatened the non
discriminatory use of transportation 
facilities in May 1961, Federal marshals 
were employed to restore order and pre
vent potentially widespread personal and 
property damage. Growing nationwide 
concern with this problem, however, 
makes it clear that further Federal ac
tion is needed now to secure the right 
of all citizens to the full enjoyment of 
all facilities which are open to the 
general public. 

Such legislation is clearly consistent 
with the Constitution and with our con
cepts of both human rights and property 
rights. The argument that such meas
ures constitute an unconstitutional in
terference with property rights has con
sistently been rejected by the courts in 
upholding laws on zoning, collective bar
gaining, minimum wages, smoke control, 
and countless other measures designed 
to make certain that the use of private 
property is consistent with the public 
interest. While the legal situations are 
not parallel, it is interesting to note that 
Abraham Lincoln, in issuing the Eman
cipation Proclamation 100 y~ars ago, was 
also accused of violating the property 
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rights of slaveowners. Indeed, there is 
an age-old saying that "property has its 
duties as well as its rights"; and no prop
erty owner who holds those premises for 
the purpose of serving at a profit the 
American public at large can claim any 
inherent right to exclude a part of that 
public on grounds of race or color. Just 
as the law requires common carriers to 
serve equally all who wish their services, 
so it can require public accommodations 
to accommodate equally all segments of 
the general public. Both human rights 
and property rights are foundations of 
our society-and both will flourish as the 
result of this measure. 

In a society which is increasingly mo
bile and in an economy which is increas
ingly interdependent, business establish
ments which serve the public-such as 
hotels, restaurants, theaters, stores, and 
others-serve not only the members of 
their immediate communities but travel
ers from other States and visitors from 
abroad. Their goods come from all over 
the Nation. This participation in the 
flow of interstate commerce has given 
these business establishments both in
creased prosperity and an increased re
sponsibility to provide equal access and 
service to all citizens. 

Some 30 States/ the District of Colum
bia and numerous cities-covering some 
two-thirds of this country and well over 
two-thirds of its people-have already 
enacted laws of varying effectiveness 
against discrimination in places of pub
lic accommodation, many of them in re
sponse to the recommendation of Presi
dent Truman's Committee on Civil 
Rights in 1947. But while their efforts 
indicate that legislation in this area is 
not extraordinary, the failure of more 
States to take effective action makes it 
clear that Federal legislation is neces
sary. The State and local approach has 
been tried. The voluntary approach has 
been tried. But these approaches are in
sumcient to prevent the free flow of com
merce from being arbitrarily and inem
ciently restrained and distorted by 
discrimination in such establishments. 

Clearly the Federal Government has 
both the power and the obligation to 
eliminate these discriminatory practices: 
First, because they adversely affect the 
national economy and the fiow of inter
state commerce; and secondly, because 
Congress has been specifically empowered 
under the 14th amendment to enact leg
islation making certain that no State 
law permits . or sanctions the unequal 
protection or treatment of any of its citi
zens. 

There have been increasing public 
demonstrations of resentment directed 
against this kind of discrimination
demonstrations which too often breed 

1 Alaska, California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Min
nesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 
Dakota, Ohio, · Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washing
ton, Wisconsin, Wyoming. . Cities with pub
lic accommoctatiO:Q.S ord~nances Which are 
outside 'the above States tnclude Washing
ton, D.C., Wilmington, Del.~ Louisville, Ky., 
El Paso,. -Tex:, Kansas City, Mo.-, and St. 
l,.ouis, Md. 

tension and violence. Only the Federal 
Government, it is clear, can mate these 
demonstrations unnecessary by providing 
peaceful remedies for the grievances 
which set them off. 

For these reasons, I am today propos
ing, as part of the Civil Rights Act of 
1963, a provision to guarantee all citizens 
equal access to the services and facil
ities of hotels, restaurants, places of 
amusement, and retail establishments. 

This seems to me to be an elementary 
right. Its denial is an arbitrary indig
nity that no American in 1963 should 
have to endure. The proposal would 
give the person aggrieved the right to 
obtain a court order against the offend
ing establishment or persons. Upon re
ceiving a complaint in a case ·sufficiently 
important to warrant his conclusion that 
a suit would materially further the pur
poses of the act, the Attorney General
if he finds that the aggrieved party is 
unable to undertake or otherwise arrange 
for a suit on his own <for lack of financial 
means or effective representation, or !or 
fear of economic or other injury) -will 
first refer the case for voluntary settle
ment to the Community Relations Serv
ice described below, give the establish
ment involved time to correct its 
practices, permit State and local equal 
access laws <if any) to operate first, and 
then, and only then, initiate a suit for 
compliance. In short, to the extent that 
these unconscionable practices can be 
corrected by the individual owners, local
ities and States <and recent experience 
demonstrates how effectively and un
eventfully this can be done> , the Federal 
Government has no desire to intervene. 

But an explosive national problem 
cannot await city-by-city solutions; and 
those who loudly abhor Federal action 
only invite it if they neglect or evade 
their own obligations. 

This provision will open doors in every 
part of the country which never should 
have been closed. Its enactment will 
hasten the end to practices which have 
no place in a free and united nation, and 
thus help move this potentially danger
ous problem from the streets to the 
courts. 

II. DESEGREGATION OF . SCHOOLS 

In my message of February 28, while 
commending the progress already made 
in achieving desegregation of education 
at all levels as required by the Constitu
tion, I was compelled to point out the 
slowness of progress toward primary and 
secondary school desegregation. The 
Supreme Court has recently voiced the 
same opinion. Many Negro children 
entering segregated grade schools at the 
time of the Supreme Court decision in 
1954 will enter segregated high schools 
this year, having suffered a loss which 
can never be regained. Indeed, discrim
ination in education is one basic cause of 
the other inequities and hardships in
ftieted upon our Negro citizens. The 
lack of equal educational opportunity 
deprives the individual of equal economic 
opportunity, restricts his contribution as 
a citizen and com.m._unity Jeader, encour
ages him to drop out ot school and im
poses a heavy burden on the effort tQ 
eliminate discriminatory · practices and 
prejuctices from our· national life. 

The · Federal courts, · pursuant to the 
1954 decision of the U.S. Supreme Court . 
and earlier decisions on institutions of 
higher learning, have shown both com
petence nnd co1,1rage in directing the de
segregation of schools on the local level. 
It is appropriate to keep this responsi
bility largely within the judicial arena. 
But it is unfair and unrealistic to ex
pect that the burden of initiating such 
cases can be wholly borne by private 
litigants. Too often those entitled to 
bring suit on behalf of their children lack 
the economic means for instituting and 
maintaining such cases or the ability to 
withstand the personal, physical and eco
nomic harassment which sometimes de
sce~ds upon those who do institute them. 
The same is true of students wishing to 
att.end the college of their choice but 
uneble to assume the burden of litigation. 

These difficulties are among the princi
pal reasons for the delay in carrying out 
the 1954 decision; and this delay cannot 
be justified to those who have been hurt 
as a result. Rights such as these, as the 
Supreme Court recently said, are "present 
l'ights. They are not merely hopes to 
some future enjoyment of some formal
istic constitutional promise. The basic 
guarantees of our Constitution are war
rants for the here and now.'' 

In order to achieve a more orderly and 
consistent compliance with the Supreme 
Court's school and college desegregation 
decisions, therefore, I recommend that 
the Congress assert its specific constitu
tional authority to implement the 14th 
amendment by including in the Civil 
Rights Act of 1963 a new title providing 
the following: · 

(A) Authority would be given the At
torney General to initiate in the Federal 
district courts appropdate legal proceed
ings against local public school boards 
or public institutions of higher learn
ing--or to intervene in existing cases
whenever 

(1) he has received a written com
plaint from studentS or from the parents 
of students who are being denied equal 
protection of the laws by a segregated 
public school or college; and 

<2) he certifies that such persons are 
unable to undertake or otherwise arrange 
for the initiation and maintenance of 
such legal proc·eedings for lack of finan
cial means or effective legal representa
tion or tor fear of economic or other in
jury; and 

(3) he determines that his initiation of 
or intervention in such suit will ma
terially further the orderly progress of 
desegregation in public education. For 
this purpose, the Attorney General 
would establish criteria to determine the 
priority and relative need for Federal ac
tion in those districts from which com
plaints have been filed. 

(B) As previously recommended, tech
nical and financial assistance would be 
given to those school districts in all 
parts of the country which, voluntarily 
or as the result of litigation, are en
gaged in the process of meeting the edu
cational problems ftowing from desegre
gation or racial imbalance but which 
are in, need of guidance, experienced 
help or financial assistance in order to 
train their personnel for this changeover, 
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cope with new difficulties and complete 
the job satisfactorily <including in such 
assistance loans to a district where State 
or local funds have been withdrawn or 
withheld because of desegregation). 

Public institutions already operating 
without racial discrimination, of course, 
will not be affected by this statute. Lo
cal action · can always make Federal ac
tion unnecessary. Many school boards 
have peacefully and voluntarily de
segregated in recent years. And while 
this act does not include private col
leges and schools, I strongly urge them 
to live up to their responsibilities and to 
recognize no arbitrary bar of race or 
color-for such bars have no place in 
any institution, least of all one devoted 
to the truth and to the improvement of 
all mankind. 

UI. FAIR AND FULL EMPLOYMENT 

Unemployment falls with special 
cruelty on minority groups. The unem
ployment rate of Negro workers is more 
than twice as high as that of the work
ing force as a whole. In many of our 
larger cities, both North and South, the 
number of jobless Negro youth--often 
20 percent or more-creates an atmos
phere of frustration, resentment and un
rest which does not bode well for the 
future. Delinquency, vandalism, gang 
warfare, disease, slums and the high cost 
of public welfare and crime are all direct
ly related to unemployment among 
whites and Negroes alike-and recent 
labor difficulties in Philadelphia may well 
be only the beginning if more jobs are 
not found in the larger Northern cities 
in particular. 

Employment opportunities, moreover, 
play a major role in determining wheth
er the rights described above are mean
ingful. There is little value in a Negro's 
obtaining the right to be admitted to 
hotels and restaurants if he has no cash 
in his pocket and no job. 

Relief of Negro unemployment requires 
progress in three major areas: 

(1) More jobs must be created through 
greater economic growth: The Negro
too often unskilled, too often the first to 
be fired and the last to be hired-is a 
primary victim of recessions, depressed 
areas and unused industrial capacity. 
Negro unemployment will not be notice
ably diminished in this country until the 
total demand for labor is effectively in
creased and the whole economy is headed 
toward a level of full employment. When 
our economy operates below capacity, 
Negroes are more severely affected than 
other groups. Conversely, return to full 
employment yields particular benefits to 
the Negro. Recent studies have shown 
that for every 1 percentage point decline 
in the general unemployment rate there 
tends to be a 2-percentage point reduc
tion in Negro unemployment. 

Prompt and substantial tax reduction 
is a key to achieving the full employment 
we need. The promise of the area re
development program-which harnesses 
local initiative toward the solution of 
deep-seated economic distress-must not 
be stified for want of sufficient authori
zation or adequate financing. The ac
celerated public works program is now 
gaining momentum; States, cities, and 
local communities should press ahead 

with the projects financed by this meas'" 
ure. In addition, I have instructed the 
Departments of Labor, Commerce, and 
Health, Education, and Welfare to ex
amine how their programs for the relief 
of unemployment and economic hard
ship ·can be still more intensively focused 
on those areas of hard-core, long-term 
unemployment, among both white and 
nonwhite workers. Our concern with 
civil rights must not cause any diversion 
or dilution of our efforts for economic 
progress--for without such progress the 
Negro's hopes will remain unfulfilled. 

(2) More education and training to 
raise the level of skills : A distressing 
number of unemployed Negroes are il
literate and unskilled, refugees from 
farm automation, unable to do simple 
computations or even to read a help
wanted advertisement. Too many are 
equipped to work only in those occupa
tions where technology and other 
changes have reduced the need for man
power-as farm labor or manual labor, in 
mining or construction. Too many have 
attended segregated schools that were so 
lacking in adequate funds and faculty 
as to be unable to produce qualified job 
applicants. And too many who have 
attended nonsegregated schools dropped 
out for lack of incentive, guidance, or 
progress. The unemployment rate for 
those adults with less than 5 years of 
schooling is around 10 percent; it has 
consistently been double the prevailing 
rate for high school graduates; and stud
ies of public welfare recipients show a 
shockingly high proportion of parents 
with less than a primary school educa
tion. 

Although the proportion of Negroes 
without adequate education and train
ing is far higher than the proportion 
of whites, none of these problems is re
stricted to Negroes alone. This Nation 
is in critical need of a massive upgrad
ing in its education and training effort 
for all citizens. In an age of rapidly 
changing technology, that effort today 
is failing millions of our youth. It is 
especially failing Negro youth in segre
gated schools and crowded slums. If 
we are ever to lift them from the morass 
of social and economic degradation, it 
will be through the strengthening of 
our education and training services--by 
improving the quality of instruction; by 
enabling our schools to cope with rapid
ly expanding enrollments; and by in
creasing opportunities and incentives 
for all individuals to complete their ed
ucation and to continue their self
development during adulthood. · 

I have therefore requested of the Con
gress and request again today the en
actment of legislation to assist educa
tion at every level from grade school 
through graduate school. 

I have also requested the enactment · 
of several measures which provide, by 
various means and for various age and 
educational groups, expanded job train;. 
ing and job experience. Today, in the 
new and more urgent context of this 
message, I wish to renew my request for 
these measures, to expand their prospec
tive operation and to supplement them 
with additional provisions. The addi
tional $400 million which will be re
quired beyond that contained in the Jan-

uary budget is more than offset by the 
various budget reductions which I have 
already sent to the Congress in the last 
4 months. Studies show, moreover, that 
the loss of 1 year's income· due to 
unemployment is more than the total 
cost of 12 years of education through 
high school; and, when welfare and oth
er social costs are added, it is clear that 
failure to take these steps will cost us 
far more than their enactment. There 
is no more profitable investment than 
education, and no greater waste than 
ill-trained youth. 

Specifically, I now propose : 
(A) That additional funds be provided 

to broaden the manpower development 
and training program, and that the act 
be amended, not only to increase the 
authorization ceiling and to postpone the 
effective date of State matching require
ments, but also <in keeping with the 
recommendations of the President's 
Committee on Youth Employment) to 
lower the age for training allowances 
from 19 to 16, to allocate funds for liter
acy training, and to permit the payment 
of a higher proportion of the program's 
training allowances to out-of-school 
youths, with provisions to assure that no 
one drops out of school to take advantage 
of this program; 

(B) That additional funds be provided 
to finance the pending youth employ
ment bill, which is designed to channel 
the energies of out-of-school, out-of
work youth into the constructive outlet 
offered by hometown improvement 
projects and conservation work; 

(C) That the pending vocational edu
cation amendments; which would greatly 
update and expand this program of 
teaching job sk1lls to those in school, be 
strengthened by the appropriation of ad
ditional funds, with some of the added 
money earmarked for those areas with 
a high incidence of school dropouts and 
youth unemployment, and by the addi
tion of a new program of demonstration 
youth training projects to be conducted 
in these areas; 

(D) That the vocational education 
program be further amended to provide 
a work-study program for youth of high 
school age, with Federal funds helping 
their school or other local public agency 
employ them part time in order to enable 
and encourage them to complete their 
training; 

(E) That the ceiling be raised on the 
adult basic education provisions in the 
pending education program, in order to 
help the States teach the fundamental 
tools of literaey and learning to cul
turally deprived adults. More than 22 
million Americans in all parts of the 
country have less than 8 years of school
ing; and 

(F) That the public welfare work
.relief and training program, which .the 
Congress added last year, be amended to 
provide Federal financing of the super
vision and equipment costs, and more 
Federal demonstration and training 
projects, thus encouraging State and 
local welfare agencies to put employable 
but unemployed welfare recipients to 
work on local projects which do not dis
place other workers. 

To make the above recommendations 
effective, I call upon more States to 
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adopt enabling legislation covering un
employed fathers under the aid-to
dependent children program, thereby 
gaining their services for work-relief 
jobs, and to move ahead more vigorously 
in implementing the manpower develop
ment and training program. I am ask
ing the Secretaries of Labor and Health, 
Education, and Welfare to make use of 
their authority to deal direct1y with com
munities and vocational schools when
ever State cooperation or progress is in
sufficient, particularly in those areas 
where youth unemployment is too high. 
Above all, I urge the Congress to enact 
all of these measures with alacrity and 
foresight. 

For even the complete elimination of 
racial discrimination in employment-a 
goal toward which this Nation must 
strive <as discussed below>-will not put 
a single unemployed Negro to work un
less he has the skills required and unless 
more jobs have been created-and thus 
the passage of the legislation described 
above <under both sections <1) and <2) ) 
is essential if the objectives of this mes
sage are to be met. 

(3) Finally racial discrimination in 
employment must be eliminated: Denial 
of the right to work is unfair, regardless 
of its victim. It is doubly unfair to 
throw its burden on an individual be
cause of his race or color. Men who 
served side by side with each other on 
the field of battle should have no diffi
culty working side by side on an assem
bly line or construction project. 

Therefore, to combat this evil in all 
parts of the country, 

(A) The Committee on Equal Em
ployment Opportunity, under the chair
manship of the Vice President, should be 
given a permanent statutory basis, as
suring it of adequate financing and en
forcement procedures. That Committee 
is now stepping up its efforts to remove 
racial barriers in the hiring practices of 
Federal departments, agencies, and Fed
eral contractors, covering a total of some 
20 million employees and the Nation's 
major employers. I have requested a 

' company-by-company, plant-by-plant, 
union-by-union report to assure the im
plementation of this policy. 

(B) I will shortly issue an Executive 
order extending the authority of the 
Committee on Equal Employment Op
portunity to include the construction of 
buildings and other facilities undertaken 
wholly or in part as a result of Federal 
grant-in-aid programs. 

(C) I have directed that all Federal 
construction programs be reviewed to 
prevent any racial discrimination in hir
ing practices, either directly in the re
jection of presently available qualified 
Negro workers or indirectly by the ex
clusion of Negro applicants for appren
ticeship training. 

(D) I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor, in the conduct of his duties under 
the Federal Apprenticeship Act and 
Executive Order No. 10925, to require 
that the admission of young workers to 
apprenticeship programs be on a com
pletely nondiscriminatory basis. 

<E> I have directed the Secretary of 
Labor to make certain that the job coun
seling and placement responsibilities of 

the Federal-State Employment Service 
are carried out on a nondiscriminatory 
basis, and to help assure that full and 
equal employment opportunity is pro
vided all qualified Negro applicants. The 
selection and referral of applicants for 
employment and for training opportuni
ties, and the administration of the em
ployment offices' other services and fa
cilities, must be carried on without 
regard to race or color. This will be of 
special importance to Negroes graduat
ing from high school or college this 
month. 

(F) The Department of Justice has 
intervened in a case now pending before 
the NLRB involving charges of racial 
discrimination on the part of certain 
union locals. 

(G) As a part of its new policy on 
Federal employee organizations, this 
Government will recognize only those 
that do not discriminate on grounds of 
race or color. 

(H) I have called upon the leaders of 
organized labor to end discrimination in 
their membership policies; and some 118 
unions, representing 85 percent of the 
AFL-CIO membership, have signed non
discrimination agreements with the 
Committee on Equal Employment Oppor
tunity. More are expected. 

(I) Finally, I renew my support of 
pending Federal fair employment prac
tices legislation, applicable to both em
ployers and unions. Approximately 
two-thirds of the Nation's labor force is 
already covered by Federal, State, and 
local equal employment opportunity 
measures--including those employed in 
the 22 States and numerous cities which 
have enacted such laws as well as those 
paid directly or indirectly by Federal 
funds. But, as the Secretary of Labor 
testified in January 1962, Federal legisla
tion is desirable, for it would help set a 
standard for all the Nation and close 
existing gaps. 

This problem of unequal job opportu
nity must not be allowed to grow, as the 
result of either recession or discrimina
tion. I enlist every employer, every 
labor union, and every agency of govern
ment-whether affected directly by these 
measures or not-in the task of seeing to 
it that no false lines are drawn in assur
ing equality of the right and opportunity 
to make a decent living. 

IV. COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE 

I have repeatedly stressed the fact that 
_progress in race relations, while it can
not be delayed, can be more solidly and 
more peacefully accomplished to the ex
tent that legislation can be buttressed 
by voluntary action. I have urged each 
member of the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors to establish biracial human rela
tions committees in every city; and I 
hope all communities will establish such 
a group, preferably through official ac
tion. Such a board or committee can 
provide invaluable services by identify
ing community tensions before they 
reach the crisis stage, by improving co
operation and communication between 
the races, and by advising local officials, 
merchants, and organizations on the 
steps which c·an be taken to insure 
prompt progress. 

A similar agency is needed on th~ Fed
erallevel-to work with these local com
mittees, providing them with advice 
and assistance-to work in those com
munities which lack a local committee
and generally to' help ease tensions and 
suspicions, to help resolve interracial 
disputes and to work quietly to improve 
relations in any community threatened 
or torn with strife. Such an effort is in 
no way a substitute for effective legisla
tive guarantees of human rights. But 
conciliation and cooperation can facili
tate the achievement of those rights, en
abling legislation to operate more 
smoothly and more effectively. 

The Department of Justice and its 
Civil Rights Division have already per
formed yeoman service of this nature, in 
Birmingham, in Jackson, and through
out the country. But the problem has 
grown beyond the time and energies 
which a few otherwise burdened officials 
can make available-and, in some areas, 
the confidence of all will be greater in an 
intermediary whose duties are com
pletely separated from departmental 
functions of investigation or litigation. 

It is my intention, therefore, to estab
lish by Executive order (until such time 
as it can be created by statute> an inde
pendent Community Relations Service
to fulfill the functions described above, 
working through regional, State, and lo
cal committees to the extent possible, 
and offering its services in tension-torn 
communities either upon its own motion 
or upon the request of a local official or 
other party. Authority for such a Serv
ice is included in the proposed omni
bus bill. It will work without publicity 
and hold all information imparted to its 
officers in strict confidence. Its own 
resources can be preserved by its encour
aging and assisting the creation of State 
and local committees, either on a con
tinuing basis or in emergency situations. 

Without powers of enforcement or sub
pena, such a Service is no substitute 
for other measures; and it cannot guar
antee success. But dialog and discus
sion are always better than violence
and this agency, by enabling all con
cerned to sit down and reason together, 
can play a major role in achieving peace
ful progress in civil rights. 

V. FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Simple justice requires that public 
funds, to which all taxpayers of all 
races contribute, not be spent in any 
fashion which encourages, entrenches, 
subsidizes, or results in racial discrimina
tion. Direct discrimination by Federal, 
State, or local governments is prohibited 
by the Constitution. But indirect dis
crimination, through the use of Federal 
funds, is just as invidious; and it should 
not be necessary to resort to the courts 
to prevent each individual violation. 
Congress and the Executive have their 
responsibilities to uphold the Constitu
tion also; and, in the 1960's, the execu
tive branch has sought to fulfill its re
sponsibilities by banning discrimination 
in federally financed housing, in NDEA 
and NSF institutes, in federally affected 
.employment, in the Army and Air Force 
Reserve, in the training of civilian de
fense workers, an·d in air federally owned 
'and leased facilities. 
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Many statutes providing Federal 

financial assistance, however, define with 
such preeision both the Administrator's 
role and the conditions upon which 
speci:fted amounts shall be given to desig
nated recipients that the amount of ad
ministrative discretion remaining
which might be used to withhold funds 
if discrimination were not ended-is at 
best questionable. No administrator has 
the unlimited authority to invoke the 
Constitution in opposition to the man
date of the Congress. Nor would it 
always be helpful to require uncondi
tionally-as is often proposed-the with
drawal of all Federal funds frpm 
programs urgently needed by Negroes as 
well as whites; for this may only penalize 
those who least deserve it without end
ing discrimination. 

Instead of permitting this issue to be
come a political device often exploited by 
those opposed to social or economic 
progress, it would be better at this time 
to pass a single comprehensive provi
sion making it clear that the Federal 
Government is not required, under any 
statute, to furnish any kind of financial 
assistance-by way of grant, loan, con
tract, guarantee, insurance, or other
wise-to any program or activity in 
which racial discrimination occurs. 
This would not permit the Federal Gov
ernment to cut off all Federal aid of all 
kinds as a means of punishing an area 
for the discrimination occurring there
in-but it would clarify the authority of 
any administrator with respect to Fed
eral funds or :financial assistance and 
discriminatory practices. 

CONCLUSION 

Many problems remain that cannot be 
ignored. The enactment of the legis
lation I have recommended will not solve 
all our problems of race relations. This 
bill must be supplemented by action in 
every branch of government at the Fed
eral, State, and local level. It must be 
supplemented as well by enlightened pri
vate citizens, private businesses and 
private labor and civic organizations, by 
responsibile educators and editors, and 
certainly by religious leaders who recog
nize the conflict between racial bigotry 
and the Holy Word. 

This is not a sectional problem-it is 
nationwide. It is not a partisan prob
lem. The proposals set forth above are 
based on a careful consideration of the 
views of leaders of both parties in both 
Houses of Congress. In 1957 and 1960, 
members of both parties rallied behind 
the civil rights measures of my prede
cessor; and I am certain that this tradi
tion can be continued, as it has in the 
case of world crises. A national domes
tic crisis also calls for bipartisan unity 
and solutions. 

We will not solve these problems by 
blaming any group or section for the 
legacy which has been handed down by 
past generations. But neither will these 
problems be solved by clinging to the 
patterns of the past. Nor, finally, can 
they be solved in the streets, by lawless 
acts on either side, or by the physical 
actions ·or presence of any private group 
or public official, however appealing such 
melodramatic devices may seem to some. 

During the weeks past, street demon
strations, mass picketing and parades 
have brought these matters to the Na
tion's attention in dramatic fashion in 
many cities throughout the United 
States. This has happened because 
these racial injustices are real and no 
other remedy was in sight. But, as feel
ings have risen in recent days, these 
demonstrations have increasingly en
dangered lives and property, enfiamed 
emotions and unnecessarily divided com
munities. They are not the way in 
which this country should rid itself of 
racial discrimination. Violence is never 
justified; and, while peaceful communi
cation, deliberation, and petitions of pro
test continue, I want to caution against 
demonstrations which can lead to 
violence. 

This problem is now before the Con
gress. Unruly tactics or pressures will 
not help and may hinder the effective 
consideration of these measures. If they 
are enacted, there will be legal remedies 
available; and, therefore, while the Con
gress is completing its work, I urge all 
community leaders, Negro and white, to 
do their utmost to lessen tensions and to 
exercise self-restraint. The Congress 
should have an opportunity to freely 
work its will. Meanwhile, I strongly 
support action by local public officials 
and merchants to remedy these griev
ances on their own. 

The legal remedies I have proposed are 
the embodiment of this Nation's basic 
posture of commonsense and common 
justice. They involve every American's 
right to vote, to go to school, to get a job, 
and to be served in a public place with
out arbitrary discrimination-rights 
which most Americans take for granted. 

In short, enactment of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1963 at this session of the Con
gress-however long it may take and 
however troublesome it may be-is im
perative. It will go far toward provid
ing reasonable men with the reasonable 
means of meeting these problems; and 
it will thus help end the kind of racial 
strife which this Nation can hardly af
ford. Rancor, violence, disunity, and 
national shame can only hamper our 
national standing and security. To 
paraphrase the words of Lincoln: "In 
giving freedom to the Negro, we assure 
freedom to the free-honorable alike in 
what we give and what we preserve." 

I therefore ask every Member of Con
gress to set aside sectional and political 
ties, and to look at this issue from the 
viewpoint of the Nation. I ask you to 
look into your hearts-not in search of 
charity, for the Negro neither wants nor 
needs condescension-but for the one 
plain, proud, and priceless quality that 
unites us all as Americans; a sense of 
justice. In this year of the emancipa
tion centennial, justice requires us to 
insure the blessings of liberty for all 
Americans and their posterity-not 
merely for reasons of economic efficiency, 
world diplomacy, and domestic tranquil
lity-but, above all, because it is right. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 19, 1963. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I . ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, in themes

sage just submitted to the Congress, the 
President has laid it on the line. He has 
set forth the guidelines of a program 
which can produce justice for all Ameri
cans this year. If this Congress can pass 
this measure, it will have made a monu
mental contribution. In the area of 
human rights this could be the most pro
ductive Congress of the century. 

The President has set the tempo of 
our work and we should proceed with
out delay. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

Mr. WHITENER. ·Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I have 

just heard with interest the reading of 
the message of the President on civil 
rights. I rise to comment briefly upon 
it, because I fear that this message is 
in keeping with the thinking of too many 
people who are ignoring the rights of the 
majority in our country. 

As the message was read, I noted the 
recommendation that the commerce 
clause be extended and stretched in a 
method never contemplated by the 
writers of the Constitution. I heard also 
reference to implementing the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution in a 
way which I believe even those who 
voted for it freely-as well as those who 
voted for it under force-never con
templated. I was impressed by the fact 
that in the message there was not the 
slightest reference to the lOth amend
ment to the Constitution and that is an 
equally important section of our Con
stitution. 

The lOth amendment is brief and clear. 
It says: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

In my judgment, the proposals con
tained in the President's message would, 
if enacted into law, constitute a usurpa
tion of the powers, rights, and privileges 
of the States and the people. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO 
PERMIT PRAYER IN PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. · · 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, for 19-

years as a member of the New York State 
Legislature and as a Member of the Con
gress of the United States, I have pursued 
the policy of never voting for a motion 
to discharge a committee or signing a 
petition to discharge a committee from 
consideration of a piece of legislation 
affecting our material wants. But, with 
the Supreme Court decision of June 25, 
1962, and the Supreme Court decision on 
Monday of this week which intends to 
and will bar prayer from public schools 
in the United States, I intend for the 
first time to give the Congress of the 
United States, the House of Representa
tives and the people of the various State 
legisiatures the right to determine 
whether the Constitution shall be 
amended to permit prayer in public 
schools and in all public places. 

To this end, today I have for the first 
time in my history as a legislator pre
sented a resolution ·to the House that will 
discharge the Committee on Rules from 
consideration of my resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 9, to so permit prayer 
in our public schools. 

After the expiration of 7 legislative 
days, I will place a petition at the desk 
to give the Members of this House the 
opportunity to sign it and to bring before 
this House and let the American people 
have the opportunity to have a constitu
tional amendment which, I believe, they 
are entitled to. 

THE PRESIDENT'S CIVIL RIGHTS 
MESSAGE 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to comment on one aspect of the Presi
dent's message which we have just heard 
here in the House of Representatives. 
That is the necessity for any legislation 
affecting civil rights to be of a bipartisan 
nature. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that this 
is certainly an area where bipartisan ac
tion is essential. There have been too 
many instances of playing politics with 
the inherent civil and constitutional 
rights of individuals in this country. 
Certainly the President must have some 
assurance that there is strong Republi
can support and strong Democratic sup
port for civil rights legislation of a mod
erate and a reasonable nature. 

Mr. Speaker, while serving in the leg
islature of the State of Illinois I had an 
opportunity to help make equal job op
portunity legislation a bipartisan issue 
there. I know that the great majority 
of the Members of this Congress recog
nize that the time for equal opportunity, 
the time for equal citizenship for all, is 
here and now. We should see to it that 
this subject of legislation is placed on a 
bipartisan level in order that we can 

work together as Members of this Con
gress in supporting reasonable legisla-_ 
tion. 

BETTER TAKE A "PRO'S" ADVICE 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend my remarks. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

after having listened to the reading of 
the President's message, I would predict 
that during the next few weeks it will 
become abundantly clear that the Presi
dent might well have followed the ad
vice of a real pro, former President 
Truman, who only last ·week stated that 
in his opinion no further civil rights 
legislation was needed, only the enforce
ment of laws presently on the books and 
the Constitution. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, the ad

ministration, abetted by the Republican 
leadership, seeks to stampede Congress 
into enacting the most far reaching 
racial legislation since reconstruction. 

It is common knowledge that until a 
month ago neither the administration 
nor the Republican leadership had any 
plans to advance so-called civil rights 
legislation at this session of Congress. A 
tragic day has arrived in American his
tory when mob action can drive the Na
tion's political leadership into proposing 
hasty, ill-considered legislative pro
grams. 

It remains for the American people, 
from all parts of the country, to resist 
this political descent into mobocracy. 
Those of us in Congress who plan 
to fight this bill will need all possible 
help. Americans everywhere-North 
and South, Democrats and Republi
cans-must act now to let their Wash
ington leaders know of their objection 
to this force legislation. 

CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I listened 

with great interest to the President's 
message on civil rights. I believe he has 
made a sincere, courageous, and states
manlike message. 

The President strikes out boldly to at
tack segregation on many fronts. He 
wisely asks for bipartisan support of this 
program, and I hope he shall receive it. 

He recognizes that present wrongs re
quire legal remedies too long delayed. 
He generally seeks to restore peace and 
tranquillity to our land, and to quell the 
fires of frustration and discontent. He 
wishes to prevent extremists from taking 
leadership of the malcontents of certain 
elements in our population. 

Undoubtedly the message and the bill 
accompanying it will be referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. I hope to 
renew hearings on this important mes
sage and bill this coming week. 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, WEST VIRGINIA 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, exactly 

100 years ago tomorrow, June 20, 1863, 
West Virginia achieved statehood. 

Our wild forests, rugged mountains, 
and trickling streams make West Vir
ginia an ideal spot for hunting, fishing, 
and vacationing. There is lots of elbow 
room in West Virginia, and the State is 
easily accessible to the major population 
centers of the Atlantic seaboard and the 
Middle West. There are tremendous 
industrial opportunities in all areas of 
the State, and the most rapid growth has 
been scored in the Ohio River and Kana
wha River Valleys. 

A mark of West Virginia's participa
tion in the space age is the National 
Radio Astronomy Laboratory at Green 
Banks, W. Va. 

During the Civil War, a delegation 
called on President Abraham Lincoln and 
asked whether the materials being used 
to complete the Capitol dome might not 
better be used as sinews of war. Presi
dent Lincoln quickly answerd that the 
work on the Capitol should go on as a 
symbol that the Union would go on. 
When the Statue of Freedom was hoisted 
to the top of the Capitol in December 
1863, 35 guns boomed out in salute. The 
35th gun was fired in honor of West 
Virginia, which had 6 months earlier 
been admitted as the 35th State in the 
Union. 

Tomorrow, it is entirely fitting that 
President Kennedy should return to 
West Virginia. The President of the 
United States will fly to Charleston, 
W. Va. to help us celebrate our 100th 
birthday. To my colleagues and to 
everyone throughout the Nation, may I 
say: Please come to West Virginia during 
our centennial year. Come and relax 
with the most friendly, courteous, and 
unselfish people in the world. You will 
want to stay in West Virginia-a land of 
unlimited opportunity where you can 
share the fruits of freedom with those 
who live under our bannPr which pro
claims: "Mountaineers are always free." 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 

not present. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 84] 
Ashley Hebert 
Ayres Hosmer 
Bolling Joelson 
Brown, Ohio Jones, Ala. 
Buckley Karth 
Colmer Kee 
Corman Kilburn 
Curtis King, C'alif. 
Davis, Tenn. McMillan 
Diggs MacGregor 
Ellsworth May 
Forrester Meader 
Giaimo M1ller, N.Y. 
Grabowski Moss 
Grant Norblad 
Hall Powell 

Rains 
Reuss 
Roberts, Ala. 
Roosevelt 
StGermain 
St. Onge 
Schade berg 
Scott 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Siler 
Sisk 
Tupper 
Ullman 
Willis 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

SUSPENSION OF EQUAL TIME PRO
VISIONS OF THE COMMUNICA
TIONS ACT FOR 1964 PRESIDEN
TIAL CAMPAIGN 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

on behalf of my colleague, the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. BoLLING l, and 
by direction of the Committee on Rules, 
I call up the resolution, House Resolu
tion 402, and ask for its present con
sideration. 
· The Clerk read the resolution, as 

follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the joint reso
lution (H.J. Res. 247) to suspend for the 
1964 campaign the equal opportunity re
quirements of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for nominees for the offices 
of President and Vice President. After gen
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
joint resolution and shall continue not to 
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the joint 
resolution shall be read for amendment un
der the five-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the joint resolution 
for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the joint resolution to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the joint reso
lution and amendments thereto to final pas
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. AVERY], and pending that 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sum e. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order House Joint Resolution 247 relat
ing to radio and television time in presi
dential campaigns. It will be recalled, 
Mr. Speaker, that a couple of years ago 
there was some embarrassment · and 
trouble precipitated by the fact that 
under the law if time is given to one 

candidate for an office then equal time 
must be given to his opponent. There 
was an e1fort apparently in which cer
tain people who were candidates for the 
Presidency and for the Vice Presidency 
who were not legally qualified candidates 
desired to get time and it therefore 
created some trouble. 

Mr. Speaker, we passed a joint resolu
tion at that time providing that that 
general provision should not prevail dur
ing the 1960 campaign; in other words, 
that candidates must be qualified party 
candidates in order to be recognized for 
this equal-time provision of radio and 
television. That applied only to the 1960 
election. 
. Now, Mr. Speaker, the 1964 election 

is approaching and it has been thought 
advisable that it should be extended and 
made to apply to the 1964 election. So, 
with minor amendments, this is merely 
the resolution that was adopted by the 
Congress for the 1960 presidential elec
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule provides for 1 
hour of general debate. There was no 
objection to the granting of the rule in 
the Rules Committee when we had the 
hearing. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] explained the 
resolution itself and the e1fect of it, if 
adopted. Perhaps a little more infonna
tion on the background might be of in
terest, particularly to some of the newer 
Members of the House who were not here 
when this :first suspension of section 315 
was approved by the Congress previous to 
the 1960 election. 

Mr. Speaker, section 315 of the 
Federal Communications Act of 1934 of 
course provides that whatever broadcast
ing facilities are made available to one 
candidate, the same facilities and op
portunities must be available to every 
other qualified candidate for that same 
office and in the same manner. 

Even though this provision has been 
in the act since 1934, it was just pre
sumed that the networks and the licen
sees could broadcast the national politi
cal convention proceedings of the two 
major parties and provide equal time to 
the candidates of the two major parties, 
without giving serious concern to any 
other candidates from any other party. 
This seemed to meet with popular ac
ceptance. So this practice-and it was 
just a practice-was not challenged. 
However, in 1959 when present Mayor 
Richard Daley was a candidate for re
election as mayor of the city of Chicago 
another candidate by the name of Lar 
Daley requested equal time to compen
sate for some news coverage that had 
been a1forded Mayor Richard Daley. The 
station denied that request. Candidate 
Lar Daley appealed to the Federal Com
munications Commission and they-the 
Commission-held in his favor, that he 
should be permitted although he was not 
a major candidate for the office in the 
eyes of the licensee involved, to have 
e~ual time. Equal time was given to 
him. It was on viewing the film as to 
how he utilized that equal time award 

that persuaded me to support suspen
sion of the equal-time provision in sec
tion 315 for the 1960 election. Then the · 
Congress proceeded by a resolution to 
suspend this provision for the 1960 cam
paign. Obviously we are now approach
ing the 1964 campaign. So this proposal · 
is again before the House. 

Let me direct my remarks now over : 
on the Republican .side of the aisle. I 
notice some opposition on our side of the 
aisle. You perhaps believe, and I think, 
and Attorney General Kennedy has said 
publicly, if it had not been for the tele
vision coverage of the 1960 candidate 
debate the now President Kennedy 
would not have been elected. So this 
naturally brings up some reservations 
over here whether or not this is in our 
party interest and whether this is in the 
public interest to approve this suspen
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, we have two things to 
consider, and again I am directing my 
remarks pretty much to those on our side 
of the aisle. I think there are two as
pects to this. 

In 1960 our candidate obviously had 
the responsibility for all the problems 
that were then prevalent, and he under
took to defend them; whereas the chal
lenging candidate, then Senator Ken
nedy, had no responsibility and could 
criticize without having to take the re
sponsibility for any of the misfortunes 
or any of the undesirable developments 
that had transpired in the previous 8 
years. 

This time it is going to be turned 
around. I say this to my friends on my 
right: In 1964 the situation is going to be 
reversed, because the Republican can
didate, whoever he may be, and he will 
be a good one and probably a very suc
cessful candidate, but as to what his 
identity is by name I cannot say, will not 
have the responsibility of explaining all 
of the misfortunes and mistakes in the 
last 4 years. 

I think the public interest will be well 
served. Regardless of the political re
sponsibility on our side of the aisle or 
the other side of the aisle, every licensee, 
of course, has a public responsibility as 
well, and that is to use his privilege as 
a broadcaster in order to bring such. 
public events to the attention of his lis
teners or his viewers, as the case may be, 
or as he deems to be in the public in
terest, and to fulfill his responsibility as 
a public licensee. 

So on that basis, Mr. Speaker, I urge 
adoption of the rule, and I recommend 
approval of the resolution after it has 
been fully considered in the Committee 
of the Whole. I was a member of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce when this matter was first 
considered by that committee in 1959. 
I supported the suspension at that time, 
and I remain in that position today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I move the previous question on tJ:le 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. AL

BERT). The question ls on the resolu
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
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CONSTRUCTION OF VA HOSPITALS 
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on Rules, 
I call up House Resolution 403. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4347) to limit the authority of the Veterans' 
Administration and the Bureau of the 
Budget with respect to new construction or 
alteration of veterans' hospitals. After gen
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
bill and shall continue not to exceed one 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu
sion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 
House Resolution 403 provides for con
sideration of H.R. 4347, a bill to limit 
the authority of the Veterans' Admin
istration and the Bureau of the Budget 
with respect to new construction or al
teration of veterans' hospitals. The res
olution provides an open rule with 1 
hour of general debate. 

According to the testimony presented 
to the Committee on Rules, under exist
ing law, whenever the Veterans' Admin
istration desires to build a new hospital, 
it submits appropriate plans and speci
fications to the Bureau of the Budget and 
after approval by the Bureau of the 
Budget, the proposal is then submitted 
to the President. If and when the Pres
ident gives his concurrence, funds are re
quested in the next budget for the spe
cific project and if voted as a part of 
the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act, then the hospital is built in accord
ance with the plans previously agreed 
upon by the Veterans' Administration 
and the Bureau of the Budget. 

As the committee report points out, 
in 1961 the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs made a detailed study of the medi
cal program of the Veterans' Adminis
tration, and there was developed a 
long-range program for construction of 
new hospitals, and for modernization 
and improvement of the existing hospi
tal facilities of the Veterans' Adminis
tration. No changes were required to 
be made in the law for this program to 
be carried out, but it was generally un
derstood according to the committee re
port that the committee would keep in 
close touch with the program as it de
veloped. 

The committee report further states 
that recently the Veterans' Administra
tion has, on its owri, initiated changes 
in this long-range program without any 
advance consultation with the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee, and in some in
stances, without any advance ·notice. 
The Committee on Veterans' Affairs con
tends that this trend endangers the suc
cessful accomplishment of the long-

range program already worked out, and 
that the law should clearly reflect the 
right of the Committee on Veterans' ~f
fairs to be notified in advance and con
sulted about change~ proposed to be 
made in the program. . 

Under H.R. 4347, as reported, future 
major hospital construction or. altera
tion by the Veterans' . Administration 
must be justified in advance to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, and the com
mittee must affirmatively approve such 
construction or alteration. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no opposition 
to the adoption of House Resolution 403. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
require. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 403 
provides for 1 hour of general debate, 
with an open rule, for the consideration 
of H.R. 4347, a bill entitled "Construc
tion of Veterans' Administration 
Hospitals." 

Mr. Speaker as a former member of 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, I 
rise in support of the rule providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 4347. 

This bill simply stated seeks to give 
the Congress the power of review over 
the location of new Veterans' Admin
istration hospitals and the renovation 
and modernization of existing structures. 
I think this is entirely appropriate and 
a very reasonable proposal. 

There are 168 hospitals in the Veter
ans' Administration medical system and 
17 domiciliaries in addition. On any 
given day, approximately 110,000 vet
erans are hospitalized in the Veterans' 
Administration system and approxi
mately 17,000 members are in its 
domiciliaries. 

At the present time, the location of 
Veterans' Administration hospitals and 
the renovation and modernization of 
existing structures is entirely at the dis
cretion of the executive branch of the 
Government. This bill, H.R. 4347 
which is patterned on existing law ap
plicable to public buildings programs 
and which has been tested in the courts, 
is a desirable step in order to give the 
Congress a greater control over the ex
penditure of public funds. 

Having served on the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, I am sure that this 
bill when enacted into law will not result 
in the delay in approval of any worth
while project sought by the Administra
tor of Veterans' Affairs. I submit, Mr. 
Speaker, that when it is considered that 
the capital value of the existing struc
tures in the Veterans' Administration 
medical system is estimated at in excess 
of $2 Yz billion and further that each 
new bed constructed in the Veterans' 
Administration costs between $15,000 
and $30,000, controls by the Congress 
are not only reasonable and proper, but 
essential. I know of no objection to the 
rule. I urge adoption of the rule and 
the passage of H.R. 4347. I reserve 
the balance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the· previous question on the res
olution. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to ·reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SUSPENSION .OF EQUAL-TIME 
PROVISIONS 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of House Joint Resolution 247, to suspend 
for the 1964 campaign the equal oppor
tunity requirements of section 315 of the 
Communications Act of 1934 for nom
inees for the offices of President and 
Vice President. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of House Joint Resolution 247, 
with Mr. DENTON in the Chair. 

The Clerk read the title of "the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased at this time to yield 10 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RoG
ERS], chairman of the subcommittee con
ducting hearings on this legislation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, this legislation, House Joint Reso
lution 247, is actually very simple. I 
would call to your attention in the re
port on page 3 the letter from the D_ep
uty Attorney General addressed to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HARRIS]. In the first portion of that 
letter he sets out section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934. That section 
reads as follows: 

If any licensee shall permit any person who 
is a legally qualified candidate for any pub
lic office to use a broadcasting station, he 
shall afford equal opportunities to all other 
such candidates for that office in the use of 
such broadcasting station. 

The legislation presently pending be
fore the committee simply suspends the 
application of section 315 during the an
ticipated presidential campaigns m 1964. 

There are two amendments that were 
adopted by the committee to the original 
resolution as it was originally intro
duced. One of those was an amendment 
limiting the time of suspension on an 
exact time basis; that is, the language 
in the original proposal was not clear as 
to how long this suspension would be in 
effect-when a campaign begins and 
when it ends. We know a campaign 
usually ends on election day, but no one 
knows when it begins. 

So the committee felt that 75 days 
prior to the election would be sufiicient 
time for the suspension of this section 
of the Communications Act. That is one 
of the committee amendments. 

It begins on August 20, 1964, and ends 
on November 2, 1964. 

The other has to do with a word; a 
word that was in the original proposal 
that referred to nominees who were run
ning for the office of President and Vice 
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President. This was changed to "legally 
qualified" candidates. There has been 
quite a bit of discussion why this was 
done and what the difference is. The 
reason it was done is very simple. If 
you will refer to the language of the 
Communications Act itself you will find 
that the term therein used is "legally 
qualified candidates." That is the rea
son for this suggested change in the lan
guage of the resolution, which was 
changed to conform to the act so there 
would be no misunderstanding. 

There were quite a number of people 
who came before the subcommittee on 
this measure and if you will refer to 
page 2 of the report you will see them 
listed; the National Committees of both 
the Democratic and Republican Parties, 
the National Association of Broadcasters, 
the three television networks, together 
with a number of other people who came 
before the subcommittee in favor of this 
legislation. 

There was some opposition to the leg
islation. Witnesses representing the So
cialist Labor Party of America, the In
ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters 
and the American Civil Liberties Union 
testified in opposition to the legislation. 

I might say at this point that there 
are others who are opposed to this legis
lation for various and sundry reasons. 
But the point is simply this, that if the 
people of the United States are going to 
have the opportunity of seeing their can
didates in the coming presidential elec
tion-unless this resolution is adopted I 
am afraid they will be denied that op
portunity, primarily because there are so 
many small parties, some of them frivo
lous, some of them very serious, but all 
having their candidates. In many in
stances the people in California do not 
know about the man who is running on 
a New York party ticket because they 
never heard of the party or the candi
date. The broadcasting people, radio 
and television, cannot subject their fa
cilities to demands by all of these people 
from these parties that can be gotten 
up overnight to nominate a man for 
President or Vice President of the United 
States. 

So it was the feeling of those of us on 
the committee who were in support of 
this legislation that we ought to make 
it possible for the people in this country 
to have .the opportunity to view the man 
or the men who were running for Presi
dent and Vice President, the highest 
offices in this land, without the broad
casters being subjected to unfair de
mands and abuses. 

I grant you there are many arguments 
against the legislation and you are going 
to hear some today. One of those is that 
sometimes television is not fair, it is too 
tough a taskmaster; a man may be an 
excellent fellow, but he does not make a 
good appearance on television. That 
may be a good argument, but the fact of 
the matter is that television is here and 
it is here to stay. It would be my recom
mendation to any political party nomi
nating a candidate for President or Vice 
President, that they do not nominate 
somebody who does not make a pretty 
good appearance on television because 
he is going to end up there sooner or 

later, whether· he likes it or not. Some 
of these people, especially in the broad
casters' field and in the networks' field, 
came in and wanted section 315 wholly 
repealed; that is, wiped out. 

If this should be done, a broadcast
ing station, whether it be a network 
broadcasting station, a single TV station, 
or a remote radio station, could permit 
the use of their facilities by any political 
candidate they wanted to on such terms 
as they wanted to, and not be respon
sible to afford equal opportunities, as 
is now required by law, to other candi
dates for that same position, whether 
the office be Governor, representative in 
the State legislature, or President of the 
United States. 

This is a question that is entirely con
troversial, as you can all appreciate. It 
is a continuing question, that is going 
to be with us for some time. I may say 
that in this regard the Communications 
Subcommittee hopes to hold some hear
ings in the near future with regard to 
the overall problem, but the problem and 
the issue here today is not the repeal of 
section 315 insofar as equal rights is con
cerned; it is simply the suspension of 
this section of the law for 75 days next 
year in order to permit the American 
people to see for whom they are being 
asked to vote for President and Vice 
President of the United States. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I will be 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If there is merit to the 
gentleman's argument as it applies to the 
President and Vice President, why not 
carry it right on down to other candi
dates? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. There are 
several reasons for that. The President 
and Vice President are candidates for 
national jobs, that is, jobs that cover the 
entire country. The other areas involve 
limited areas such as your congressional 
district. Airways or beams, whatever 
you want to call them, television or radio 
beams, are no respecters of the boundary 
lines of the districts, so this ·Nould cre
ate many, many complex problems if you 
tried to do that. The gentleman under
stands that this does not deny the can
didates of these smaller parties, or these 
splinter parties, for want of a better 
name, access to the radio, but it makes 
it possible for the major candidates to 
be seen and heard by the people without 
subjecting these broadcasting stations to 
the · abuses that would be visited upon 
them as was the case several years ago. 

Mr. GROSS. Up to this point I have 
heard of only one case which you can 
really hang your hat on in asking for 
this suspension for the President and 
Vice President. I have yet to be con
vinced that one swallow makes a spring. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. What case 
is that? 

Mr. GROSS. The Lar Daly case in 
Chicago. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes. If the 
gentleman will refer to the hearings, I 
think he will find a source of information 
there where he can find there are other 
situations on a similar scale which have 

arisen ' that created problems. I grant 
you that there is definitely a problem. 
We are going to try to get this worked 
out. But when we open up the airways 
which are heard by the public, in the 
manner which the broadcasting com
panies or the owners want to handle 
them, we are treading on dangerous 
ground. The minority report expressed 
that danger very well, I think. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me clarify the rec
ord. Let me say I am not advocating a 
waiver for anyone, I mean for any of the 
broadcasting stations, for any candidate. 
Let me make that clear. I am opposed 
to this bill. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Could the gen
tleman tell me if section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934 were suspended 
as recommended in this resolution who 
would benefit or be discriminated against 
from this suspension? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think gen
erally you could say that the American 
people would benefit from the suspension 
because it would make it possible for 
them to see and to hear these candidates 
on the national networks. I do not 
know what the gentleman is referring to, 
but if he is referring to the networks 
benefiting, I just do not follow the gen
tleman's question. 

Mr. W AGGONNER. Perhaps the 
gentleman does not understand the ques
tion. I will forgo that question only 
because time is limited simply to make 
this statement and maybe to define for 
you and set out to you and the committee 
what my thinking is. I hold in my hand 
here a copy of the President's message 
delivered to the Congress today on civil 
rights setting forth the fact that all 
Americans everywhere and at every in
stant of the day and night should have 
equality in every walk of life, and it is 
inconceivable to me that this adminis
tration or anyone else should bring in 
on this same day a piece of legislation, 
House Joint Resolution 247, and ask that 
equality for somebody who seeks political 
office should be denied. The report says 
the administration approves this legis
lation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I must de
cline to yield further to the gentleman on 
that. Let me straighten the gentleman 
out right here and now with reference to 
it. 

The administration did not bring this 
bill to this committee or to this House of 
Representatives and it was not intro
duced in the first instance at the request 
of the administration. This resolution 
has been discussed for a long, long time. 
The same resolution was adopted during 
the past presidential campaign. This 
proposal was considered by the subcom
mittee; it was considered by the full com
mittee; it was taken before the Com
mittee on Rules and it has been brought 
to the House in the regular order. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, when this legislation 
was before us 2 years ago, I expressed 
concern that the networks, having bad 
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the benefit of the suspension of equal 
time provisions of law for the 1960 cam
paign, would be back shortly to ask for 
a complete repeal of section 315. . 

Mr. Chairman, If we may have order~ 
I realize I am in the minority on this 
and probablY that is why I have concern 
for the minority who are excluded from 
consideration by virtue oJ this suspen
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, my point is this. The 
fears that I expressed about the networks' 
desire to control political time given to 
candidates of all parties in this country 
have been borne out by the recent hear
ings of our subcommittee. Everyone 
from the networks and the National As
sociation of Broadcasters came before us 
and asked not for the suspension which 
this bill provides, but for complete repeal 
of section 315 which at the present time 
guarantees candidates for political office 
the right equal to that given to their op
position by a radio or television station. 
Now that is an American right, an Amer
ican privilege and an American heritage. 
What we are doing here is the same thing 
we did in 1960, whittling away at these 
rights. It is curious that in 1960 the 
networks said they were not able to pro
vide the major parties with the amount 
of time without the suspension that they 
would provide them, if the suspension 
were granted. I have contacted the FCC 
to get the figures on the time that was 
given to the presidential candidates or 
their spokesmen-Republicans and Dem
ocrats. These figures have to do with 
1956 and that is before this suspension 
went into effect and when the equal time 
provisions of section 315 were in full 
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1956 the radio net
works gave the Democrats 9 hours and 
3 minutes. They gave the Republicans 
11 hours and 45 minutes. All other 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent were given 11 hours and 45 minutes. 
Now, in 1960, after we suspended this 
provision, they gave the Democrats 10 
hours and 48 minutes, and the Republi
cans 10 hours and 48 minutes. So from 
the standpoint of actual time consump
tion there is very little difference in the 
radio time given the two major parties in 
the 1956 and 1960 campaigns. Remem
ber the big argument used by the net
works was that "if you suspend this we 
will be able to give the Republican and 
Democratic Parties more time because 
we will not have to devote this time to 
the fringe parties, to the minority groups, 
and we will give it all to the major 
groups." 

Well, Mr. Chairman, they did not do 
it. They gave them practically the same 
amount of time in 1956 as they did in 
1960. 

Mr. Chairman, here is what they did 
tn television: In 1956 they gave the 
Democrats 8 hours and 25 minutes. In 
that same year they gave the Republi
cans 10 hours and 43 minutes. They 
gave all others 10 hours and 30 minutes. 

Now, in 1960 they gave the Democrats 
8 hours and the Republicans 8 hours, and 
all other parties 1 hour and 20 minutes. 

. In 1960 over the radio networks they 
gave all other parties 51 minutes. For 
all practical purposes no advantage was 

taken of the argument used ·as the main 
basis for granting this suspension. 

The CHAIRMAN. The tirile of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. BENNETT Of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself an additional 
5 minutes. 

rt boils down to the fact that the radio 
and television networks of this country 
want to control all political time. 

Mr. Chairman, if Congress wants to 
give them that right I guess that is what 
Congress can do. But I doubt very much 
that the American people want the tele
vision and radio networks, an industry 
in this country, to control political time. 
I believe they agree with the provisions 
of section 315, which provide for equality. 

So, Mr. Chairman, it is too bad if some 
crackpot candidate like Lar Daley was 
given 5 or 10 minutes on radio or tele
vision. It is too bad, is it not, in a 
democracy that someone who disagrees 
with the majority view is given an op
portunity for a few moments to express 
his viewpoint? Certainly in all of our 
history-and if you will look it over care
fully you will find not only in the history 
of the debates in this great body, but in 
the debates that took place by candidates 
over the years-that very often time 
demonstrated that the minority view 
was the right view and it later became 
the prevailing view. 

So, Mr. Chairman, when you deprive 
a minority group, regardless of who 
makes it up, of the right to be heard
and that is what the networks did in 
1960-we are not following the spirit of 
the American concept. They gave all 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent, other than the two major parties, 
51 minutes on the radio and they gave 
all parties other than the Republican 
and Democratic Parties 1 hour and 20 
minutes on television. Granted, I per
sonally think that most of those minor
ity parties are crackpots, and I disagree 
completely with their philosophy, but I 
say, like Voltaire, they have a right to 
be heard. We are depriving them of that 
1ight if we approve this legislation. 
Even though we only suspend it for the 
presidential campaign, I think, Mr. 
Chairman, it is the wrong thing to do. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. The gentleman 
has cited some figures indicating the per
formance in the last campaign in regard 
to the Democratic and Republican 
Parties. May I inquire of the gentleman, 
if this suspension goes through will 
there be any . assurance in law that any 
of these broadcasters will be compelled 
to assure equality of time as between the 
two major parties? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. No. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Will it say they 

must give the Republican Party the same 
as they give the Democratic Party? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. No. It 
is left to the discretion of the network 
or station. The section of the law pro
viding equal time is suspended. We are 
merely giving the networks a little easier 
way to present the candidates of the 
major parties. I indicated that even 

after the 1960 suspension they did not 
give more time than. they did in 1956. 

But .here is another thing that should 
be considered. There are plenty of pro
grams today of the news and illterview 
type, such as "Meet the Press," .. Face the 
Nation,'' and a half dozen others, pro
duced by the networks which are per
fectly logical and perfectly good formats 
and upon which a Republican or Demo
crat candidate for President can appear 
and present his views to the American 
people without violating the provisions 
of section 315. As long as it is done on 
regular news interviews or regular news 
documentaries it is completely exempt 
under present law. But they are not 
satisfied with being exempt. They want 
to be exempt in their own way. They 
want to control the distribution of the 
P<)litical time in their discretion. 

Mr. Chairman, I say it is unfair and 
un-American to permit them to do so. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNE'IT of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I agree with the 
gentlemen about the section protecting 
the rights of the minority. We should 
do that and look ahead and try to take 
care of ourselves. 

I am particularly interested in a 
phrase used by the minority in its re
port. I would like to read it and ask the 
gentleman a question: 

Our friends in the broadcasting industry, 
having been given merely a glimpse of power 
in the political arena, are now hungrily pur
suing its ultimate; the right to hound people 
out of office who do not please them. the 
right to openly groom a successor for an 
official in disfavor, the right to control com
pletely what an official or candidate may 
say to his audience in his own behalf, the 
right to use the airwaves to argue for lts 
own political point of view, its own candi
dates, and with impunity. A license renewal 
each 3 years is no defense agaJ.nst the mis
chief possible under such conditions. Dam
age done cannot be undone and history 
indicates that the prob8ibilities of the loss of 
a license are too small to create a deterrent. 

The implication there is that you can 
buy a radio station and give a broadcast 
and not give another person the right 
to be heard. Would that necessarily fol
low in small stations around the country? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. As far as 
the presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates are concerned, it would. 

Here is another thing to which I would 
like to call attention. Inequality under 
the present rulings of the Federal Com
munications Act in the last few years 
have been referred to. Radio and tele
vision stations are now encouraged to 
editorialize, which means they can ex
press their opinions on any subjects, po
litical or otherwise. If you listen to a 
television station or a radio station here 
in Washington editorialize, you will find 
they are getting into the area of political 
discussions. criticizing one party and de
fending another, criticizing one public 
official and defending another, all under 
the guise of editorializing. OUr commit
tee is going to go into that subject. What 
can be done about it, I do not know. But 
I call your attention to these things to 
indicate the vast freedom that the radio 
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and television stations have at the pres
ent time, the vast power they have at 
the present time, the additional power 
we are giving them when we · grant this 
suspension and the even greater power 
they desire. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to ask, 
if we pass this resolution today, the 
states to the South cannot use the air
ways to promote their candidate for 
President; or if the gentleman's party 
decides to split, you cannot do it under 
this? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Yes. 
Mr. STAGGERS. The only thing in

volved is the two major parties. 
Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. You can

not be heard unless the network and the 
radio industry is willing. They can grant 
or deny time to anybody they please, but, 
after a suspension was granted to them 
in 1960 they gave the generous allowance 
of 51 minutes to all minor parties on 
radio and 1 hour and 20 minutes on 
television. · 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this 
joint resolution. I believe that not
withstanding the problems and the 
difficulties in the use of these broadcast 
media, it will be, overall, in the best in
terests of the American people. 

Now, this matter is brought to the 
attention of the Congress now instead of 
next year because it is felt that it would 
be better for it to be considered before 
we get into the heat of the campaign. 
I personally felt that it would be a whole 
lot better to consider it in a calmer at
mosphere. 

As has been said and explained by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, who has 
done such a good job in the explanation 
of this proposal here, this suspension of 
section 315 has been tried. We have had 
the experience in 1960 and we know what 
the result was. I will say to my dis
tinguished friend from Kansas that con
sideration is being given to extending the 
suspension of this provision of law to 
candidates for Governors and to other 
State omces, such as the U.S. Senate. 
There are those who would like to extend 
it to Members of the House. 

As was said by the distinguished gen
tleman from Michigan, there are those 
in the broadcast industry that want to 
repeal section 315 outright. Now, the 
committee did not feel that we should 
give them that latitude, and I do not, 
either. This bill has the strong support 
of the chairman of the Republican Na
tional Committee, who testified before 
the committee. It has the strong rec
ommendation of the chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee, who 
testified before the committee. 

Somethi:lg was said a moment ago 
about the comparison of the hours that 
were used in the campaign of 1956 with 
1960. Let me read to you what Mr. 
Sarnoff of the National Broadcasting Co. 
said in his appearance before the com
mittee: 

The limited suspension in 1960 not only 
made these debates possible, but it enabled 
the Democratic and Republican candidates 
for President and Vice President to appear 
in other programs. For example, their ap
pearances on the NBC television networks 

during the 1960 campaign totaled 10¥2 hours, 
apart from appearances in paid political pro
grams. If the candidates had been paying 
time and program charges for these 10¥2 
hours of network presentations, the bill 
would have come to about $1,700,000. This 
compares with the $1 million which the 
major parties spent for all the paid political 
broadcasts on the NBC television network 
in 1960. 

Now let me read what Dr. Stanton, 
president of CBS, said: 

In 1960 the CBS radio and television net
works devoted a total of 16%, hours to 
personal appearances of the Democratic and 
Republican presidential and vice presidential 
candidates, at no charge to them. This, 
compared to 36 minutes in 1956. In 1960, 
another 16 hours were given supporters of 
the major candidates. Time costs of these 
1960 broadcasts exceeded $2 million, and 
additional time worth another $700,000 was 
offered to the candidates but not accepted. · 

Let me remind you of two things. 
This is a voluntary provision insofar 
as the broadcasting industry is con
cerned. It does not have to give any 
free time. It is permissive. From a 
practical standpoint it can work only 
on the basis of an understanding be
tween the candidates and the broadcast
ing companies. Therefore, from a prac
tical standpoint it must be worked out 
on a fair basis. 

The second thing is with reference to 
what the gentleman from West Virginia 
said a moment ago. This permits any 
broadcasting facility in any given area, 
or State, or section, to take advantage 
of this suspension. They can do it in 
West Virginia, or they can do it in the 
South, or it can be done on a national 
basis. So it seems to me with the ex
perience we have had, this legislation 
would be in the public interest. I have 
confidence that if there is a minority 
candidate for the omce of President and 
Vice President in any section of this 
Nation who has a chance to make a 
substantial impact in the campaign, that 
the networks or broadcasting facilities 
will in all fairness have to make time 
available to such a man. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
trying to refresh my memory, but if I 
do remember correctly when we consid
ered this legislation first in 1960 was 
there not some testimony as to probably 
what would have come about in the elec
tion of 1948 when we did have a third 
candidate for President with a substan
tial amount of support? Of course, in 
retrospect you could not go back and 
make a firm determination as to what 
would or would not have happened, but 
it was certainly my impression from that 
discussion that that candidate would 
have been permitted to have equal time 
with the two principal candidates. 

Mr. HARRIS. I can say to the gentle
man that the committee had this in 
mind when we decided again that this 
was going to be only temporary. Until 
we find out .from an abundance .of ex
perience here just how it will operate 
I do not think it should be turned loose. 
For that reason I strongly favor that 
we make this suspension applicable only 

for the "1964 campaign. As time goes on 
and we get more experience then I think 
we will be in better position to know 
what to do. 

Mr. AVERY. Will the gentleman per
mit me to say that it certainly is not 
fair to conclude here today that a third 
candidate for President or Vice Presi
dent will be precluded from sharing in 
time. 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not think it would 
be and that is what I want to see, from 
experience, just how it turns out. It 
will have some bearing on my position 
regarding this matter. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me for a question? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. By the same token, 

if this legislation is passed, is there any 
requirement that would compel the 

. broadcasters to give equal time to this 
third candidate? 

Mr. HARRIS. Nothing except their 
fairness. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So the question as 
to whether a person is a major candidate 
rests entirely in the hands of Frank 
Stanton and the other broadcasters, 
rather than in the U.S. Congress, and 
rather than in the people? 

Mr. HARRIS. The Congress cannot 
administer these broadcasting facilities, 
we know that. All we do is provide as a 
matter of policy how it will be used. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not a fact that 
the broadcasters themselves will become 
the sole judges of who the major candi
dates are? 

Mr. HARRIS. I think that is true, 
and I think that was intended here. I 
think it was intended that they make 
judgments on -the basis of fairness, and 
if they are not fair they know they will 
be dealt with in the future. · 

Mr: AVERY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for one moment? 

Mr. HARRIS. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. AVERY. The gentleman from 
Mississippi makes a reference to the 
president of one of the major networks. 
As far as the legislation is concerned, 
the networks per se are not involved. 
It is the licensee that this legislation is 
directed to, and it is the licensee that is 
being held responsible. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. HARRIS. That is the practical 
application of it, yes. 

Mr. Chairman, as has already been 
explained so well by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RoGERS], the chairman of 
the . subcommittee, the purpose of this 

. legislation is exceedingly simple. It is 
to suspend the equal opportunity require
ment of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for the 1964 presiden
tial and vice presidential campaigns. 

Section 315 requires a licensee of a 
broadcasting station who permits a 
legally qualified candidate for public 
omce to use a broadcasting station to 
afford equal opportunities to all other 
candidates for that omce in the use of 
such broadcasting stations. 

The legislation is substantially identi
cal with provisions of legislation enacted 
by the 86th Congress which made pos:
sible the joint Kennedy-Nixon appear
ances on television and radio during the 
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1960 presidential and vice presidential 
campaigns. 

Under the provisions of the 1960 legis
lation, the Democratic and Republican 
candidates for President and Vice Presi
dent received many hours of free broad
cast time which they might not have 
received if the broadcast licensees had 
been required to allow equal time to the 
several fringe candidates for those 
offices. 

The committee adopted two amend
ments. The first amendment would 
specify that for purposes of this legisla
tion the period of the 1964 presidential 
and vice-presidential campaigns shall be 
the 75-day period immediately preceding 
November 3, 1964. This, in effect, makes 
the period of suspension from August 20, 
1964, through November 2, 1964, both 
dates inclusive. The second amendment 
is a conforming amendment which sub
stitutes the term "legally qualified can
didate" for the term "nominee." This 
conforming amendment brings the lan
guage of this legislation in line with the 
provisions of section 315 which speaks 
of "legally qualified candidates" rather 
than "nominees." 

I need not remind the Members of this 
body that television and radio have be
come integral parts of political . cam
paigns. By suspending the equal oppor
tunity requirement of section 315 for 
presidential and vice-presidential candi
dates, better television and radio cover
age of the campaigns of major presiden
tial and vice-presidential candidates is 
made possible. 

The minority views which were filed 
by four members of our committee stress 
that the Kennedy-Nixon appearances 
could have been accomplished under 
the 1959 . amendments to section 315 
which exempted from the equal time re
quirement, bona fide news interviews 
and bona fide news documentaries. 
While the minority is correct in this 
contention to a certain extent, it should 
be pointed out that the format which 
was adopted by the candidates for their 
joint appearances during the 1960 cam
paign would have had to be modified 
substantially in order to come within 
the aforementioned two exceptions. 

This format was agreed upon by the 
candidates themselves and the represent
atives of the networks. Of course, the 
same will be true in 1964. Agreement 
will be necessary with regard to the 
format and such agreement requires con
currence of the candidates themselves. 

The minority views also stress that the 
1960 legislation had been used by the 
broadcasters as an argument in favor of 
outright repeal of section 315. OUr com
mittee in favorably reporting House Joint 
·Resolution 247 had no notion of giving 
any support to the arguments advanced 
by several of the broadcast witnesses 
favoring outright repeal. 

Furthermore, some warnings were ad
vanced by the minority members with 
regard to editorializing by radio and 
television licensees. Of cow·se, the com
mittee in no way desires this legislation 
"to be construed as taking any position 
with regard to the desirability or unde
sirability of editorializing by radio and 
television licensees. This is an entirely 

separate question ·and an announcement 
has already been made that the Subcom
mittee on Communications and Power 
will hold hearings on the subject of edi
torializing. 

As I read the minority views, those 
who concur with these views do not pri
marily oppose House Joint Resolution 
247. They seem to question the motives 
of the broadcasters who seek outright 
repeal of section 315 and they w·ge are
view of present policies with regard to 
editorializing. 

I want to stress that this legislation, as 
was the 1960 legislation, is strictly lim
ited. It applies only to presidential and 
vice-presidential candidates. Its appli
cation is limited to the 1964 election. 
And, in order to assure that there will 
not be abuse, by radio licensees or net
works, of this legislation it is specifically 
provided that the Federal Communica
tions Commission shall submit a detailed 
report to the Congress not later than 
May 1, 1965, on the effect of the suspen
sion on the 1964 presidential and vice
presidential campaigns including infor
mation concerning requests for time, 
amount of time made available, total 
charges, rates, editorializing, distribution 
of time during vatious phases of cam
paigns, and clearance by individual sta
tions of network programs concerning 
the candidates or the issues. In order to 
enable the Commission to make this re
port to the Congress the legislation re
quires broadcast stations and networks 
to submit such information as may be 
necessary for the compiling of this re
port. 

The legislation also provides that the 
temporary suspension shall not be con
strued as relieving broadcasters from the 
obligation imposed upon them under the 
Communications Act to operate in the 
public interest. I believe the member
ship of the House will agree that the 
American people expect to have every 
opportunity to observe the major presi
dential and vice-presidential candidates 
during the 1964 campaign by means of 
radio and television. It has been esti
mated that an average of 85 million peo
ple watched the joint Kennedy-Nixon 
television appearances during the 1960 
campaigns. 

The adoption of this legislation will 
assure that the 1964 campaigns of the 
major presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates will receive equally extensive, 
if not even greater, television and radio 
coverage. 

I, therefore, urge the membership of 
the House to support this legislation. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. YouNGER]. 

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this resolution. In ret
rospect we ought to see what happened 
the last time. I voted for this resolution 
in 1960 on the promise that they would 
have debates. The whole argument was 
that we would have grand debates sim
ilar to the Lincoln-Douglas debates. 
What did we get? We got only a glori
fied newspaper interview. That is all it 
was. 

Previously we had exempted such pro
grams as "Meet the Press," "Face the 

Nation," programs of that kind. They 
were already exempt. We had taken care 
of the Lar Daley case by exempting a 
candidate who appeared in a newscast, 
where the appearance was incidental to 
the newscast. So we had taken care 
of those essential matters. The program 
that was presented could have been pre
sented on "Meet the Press" or "Face the 
Nation," which was already exempt and 
it is still exempt. 

The only difference is they had two 
candidates instead of one appeating on 
the program. But they could have had 
two just as well as one. So that from a 
practical standpoint there is absolutely 
no necessity for the adoption of this reso
lution. 

I hate to disagree with our excellent 
chairman about bringing this matter be
fore the Congress at this time, but I think 
there is a very well thought out program 
of bringing it to us at this time, for fear 
that there might well be a third party 
or a third candidate of some prominence 
who could be absolutely excluded from 
any program. 

They talk about this being a matter of 
fairness. Just the other day, if I was 
informed correctly-! did not see the ar
ticle, but it was in Mr. Laurent's column 
in the Post--the present Chairman of 
the FCC recommended that section 315 
be repealed. I want to say to this House 
that if the time ever comes when you 
repeal section 315 you are going to put 
into the hands of the broadcaster the 
election of your Congress, your Senate 
and all of your public omcials, without 
any question. If you want to set up in 
this country a royal family this is the 
way to do it, without any question. And 
tack onto that the recommendation of 
Mr. Minow when he left, to do away with 
the FCC and to put in an administrator 
appointed by the President. This is a 
far-reaching proposal. If you can see 
what is being done here I do not believe 
that this Congress at this time should 
extend this kind of waiver of section 315. 
Every time you whittle away part of it, 
you give to those who want to repeal 315 
a reason for repealing it. That is cer
tainly what has happened. 

The networks came before us with 
the idea that the networks did so . well 
with the last exemption that now we 
should repeal section 315. 

That is the purpose of this present ac
tion. It is the same old story. You 
never saw an alcoholic who did not take 
the first drink. It is the same with this. 
You will never repeal 315 if you hold 
tight to it and do not chisel it away, 
but if you start chiseling it away you are 
surely going to have 315 repealed. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes; I yield gladly to 
my chairman. 

Mr. HARRIS. Does the gentleman 
not feel that the communications media, 
which are a public national resource, 
belong to the people, and are franchised 
through the Commission for their opera
tion, should be used, then, to the best 
advantage of all the people? 

Mr. YOUNGER. In answering my 
chairman, I am so strongly in favor of 
that, and the record will show al'ld the 
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hearings will show that I disagree-with 
the editorializing. I think that the 
broadcasters who came before us, want 
the right to editorialize, and want the 
same right as newspapers, are just as 
wrong as rain, and that right should 
never be granted. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman knows 
that the question of editorializing is n<>t 
involved here. I will say, though, that 
on July 15 we are going to initiate hear
ings in the Subcommittee on Commerce 
and Power on the q~estion of editorial
izing and other things involved with the 
overall problem. As the gentleman re
members, I told the committee that we 
would have further hearings at the dis
cretion of the subcommittee in order 
that additional points not involved here 
may be considered and decided as the 
committee thinks best. 

Mr. YOUNGER. That is true. The 
gentleman remembers I was going to 
submit an amendment to this joint reso
lution, which I withdrew when the chair
man of our subcommittee promised to 
hold hearings on editorializing. My rec
ord is rather clear on that, as the chair
man of the subcommittee well knows. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WmNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the bill to suspend the equal-time 
provision of the Communications Act 
with respect to the 1964 presidential 
campaign. This is a realistic measure, 
and one which served its purpose well in 
the past. 

This is not, however, a solution to all 
the problems which may arise concern
ing the use of radio and television in a 
presidential campaign. I want to call 
attention, in particular, to the fact that 
no solution has been evolved to solve the 
campaign problem 'Of an incumbent 
President delivering a speech or making 
an appearance on radio or television, 
respecting a subject· of national impor
tance. There is a history of controversy 
on this point which has affected both 
parties. 

In 1936, dm·ing an election year 
Republicans were denied by the net
works an opportunity to reply as they 
chose to President Roosevelt's fireside 
chats. Yet no action was taken by the 
FCC. In 1956, President Eisenhower ad
dressed the Nation on the Suez Crisis, an 
appearance his political opponent Adlai 
Stevenson considered partisan. A re
quest from the networks for a ruling by 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion was met with silence at first, the 
Commission deeming it too complicated 
an issue for an immediate reply. 

Reasonably confused, the networks of 
their own accord then offered the time 
to reply to Mr. Stevenson and to the 
presidential aspirants of the Socialist, 
Socialist Workers, and Socialist Labor 
Parties. The Republican Party, in turn, 
considered this to be a partisan presen
tation, and asked for equal time. The 
day before election, the FCC broke its 
silence .and decided that the speech by 
President Eisenhower did not necessitate 
a reply. Three members formed the 
majority opinion, a fourth contended 
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that no reply was required at any time 
to a Presidential address. Two Com
missioners refused to rule because of the 
complicated nature of the case, and one 
said the equal-time rule applied. The 
networks then offered time to President 
Eisenhower to reply to Mr. Stevenson, 
and the others, but this was declined. 
. Ironically, the man who wrote a ·legal 
memorandum for Mr. Stevenson's posi
tion in this case later became Chairman 
of the FCC, Mr. Minow, left behind a 
number of accomplishments when he re
signed, but the settlement of this prob
lem was not one of them. 

Of com·se, if this suspension of the sec
tion 315 equal time requirement is 
passed, the question of equal time will 
not apply. This fact makes the need for 
setting up some sort of a rule of thumb 
all the more imperative. Certainly, there 
are times when the President should 
have an opportunity to address the Na
tion on a crisis situation without the 
pressure of any additional partisan com
ment. Even here, however, the crisis 
may be such that it will continue over 
into the next administration and the 
people have a right to know what is the 
position and opinion of the man who 
may be the next President, though not 
the incumbent. 

Other problems arise from the length 
of congressional sessions, the possibilities 
of additional Presidential messages and 
press conferences, during an election 
campaign. I would urge the distin
guished gentleman from Arkansas to in
clude in any further probes of the com
munications media the use of political 
broadcasting, taking into consideration 
the problem of the incumbent President. 
Perhaps consultations between the F'CC, 
the committees involved, and the indus
try itself, would be appropriate. Cer
tainly this is the year to settle the prob
lems involved, and to lay the ground 
rules, rather than wait until the inevi
table heat of an election campaign clouds 
the issue. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from lllinois 
[Mr. McCLORYJ. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, the 
resolution under debate would seem to 
help relieve our radio and television sta
tions from an unreasonable control pro
vided by the equal-time requirements of 
section 315. My familiarity is princi
pally with several radio stations which 
might be regarded as small as compared 
to our larger network stations. 

The manner in which section 315 has 
been applied with regard to all nominees 
imperils the licenses of these smaller 
stations in their efforts to apply these 
provisions fairly. As for me, I have con
fidence in the operators of our radio and 
television stations to accord equal time 
to any legally qualified candidates for 
President and Vice President. 

This resolution appears to me to be in 
the int~rest <>f greater freedom for the 
radio and television operators and 
greater freedom for the American people. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I · yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
being a member of the subcommittee 
that studied this legislation, I want to 
state for the record that I am whole
heartedly in support of it. I think it will 
serve a useful purpose, and I hope it 
does pass. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr . 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. BRoY
HILL]. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of House 
Joint Resolution 247. I, along with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
YoUNGER] and the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. CuNNINGHAM] am a member 
of the Subcommittee on Communications 
and Power, which heard the testimony 
on this joint resolution, and listened with 
interest to the testimony given to the 
committee. 

At the present time, section 315 of the 
Communications Act requires broad
casters to adhere strictly to an equal
time provision in regard to political 
candidates. While in theory the equal
time requirement seems consistent with 
a basic desire to insure fair play and 
full discussion, intlexible application of 
this principle will frustrate the very rea
son for its adoption. 

The problem, of course, is the proper 
coverage of a political contest, and how 
to achieve the maximum of coverage 
with a minimum of unfairness. In 1960 
the Congress examined this question and 
suspended for the 1960 campaign the 
application of section 315, as applied to 
the nominees for President and Vice 
President. Without a doubt the 1960 
campaign was viewed and discussed by 
far more people than ever before. It is 
estimated that untold millions of people 
followed the campaign with interest. 
The section 315 suspension at that time 
encouraged the networks as well as the 
local broadcasters to devote free air time 
to the fullest coverage of the political 
campaign. I say we must lift this re
striction again and take the broadcasters 
out of their straitjacket. The broad
casting industry, I feel, has proven that 
it is responsible and that it will respond 
rapidly to serve the public interest with 
fairness with regard to coverage of the 
presidential campaign. Yes, as the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RoGERS], the 
chairman of the subcommittee has 
pointed out, some of the broadcasters 
did want to see section 315 repealed en
tirely. The committee heard their views 
but took no action on this question. The 
question is on the repeal of section 315 
only in regard to nominees for President 
and Vice President. I say that this sus
pension is made with the realization 
that the national spotlight will quickly 
reveal any favoritism that might occur 
and that any favoritism will quickly re
flect on the national reputation of any 
network or any station that might be 
involved. 

As everyone knows, the cost of presi
dential campaigns has been increasing 
by leaps and bounds. There is the dan
ger of direct intervention by the Gov-

. ernment in the subsidization of national 
political campaigns unless some means 
are found to reduce these costs. This I 
would resist. 
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So, I believe that this House should 
support House Joint Resolution 247, so 
that the broadcasting industry can again 
voluntarily render a service, at great 
cost to them, which in my opinion, is in 
the national interest. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, let 
us look at the 1960 campaign. The im
portant thing about it is, did it work? 
This is the first time it was tried. Did 
it work?-that is the test. If we said it 
worked for the Republicans-our candi
date presented his case. If we say it 
worked for the Democrats-it probably 
didalso. · 

I do not think there is anyone here 
who believes that the President now sit
ting in the White House would be there 
without the exposure that he got side 
by side with the Republican candidate. 
May I say to my colleagues on this side 
of the aisle that the only chance you are 
going to have to expose your candidate, 
whoever he is going to be, is going to be 
over these hours which will be allotted in 
1964. It is a very practical matter. It is 
important on this side of the aisle that 
we have time which will be given side by 
side with the candidate in the White 
House. It is my understanding, if I read 
his words correctly, about 3 months after 
he came into om.ce, that he would abide 
by the same rules that we had in 1960 
and that he would meet the Republican 
candidate in debate. It seems to me 
this is a fair proposition. We are talk
ing now about getting before the Ameri
can people the two candidates who have 
a chance to be elected. The purpose 
of this is to get the two big parties ·before 
the electorate to give them a chance to 
see the candidates and know what they 
stand for. 

This is the test and this is why I be
lieved in 1960, when I voted for this, that 
it was good legislation. I believe it is 
just as good legislation in 1963 as it was 
then. I will admit just one thing, the 
networks are going to have to improve 
on the kind of programing that they 
gave us in 1960. I do not believe that 
either party was satisfied with the type 
of programing that was given in 1960. 
The networks have appeared before our 
committee and assured us since then 
that they will improve their programing 
and it will give us a better perspective 
of the candidates in 1964, and that is 
a good thnig. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
support this legislation. · 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I would like to ask 
what right the minority candidate has, 
if we pass this bill now? 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say that it is 
in the discretion of the networks as to 
the time that they want to give. May 
I say in addition to what the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BENNETT] just men
tioned a moment ago, in many of the 
States the candidates for President who 
were running only 1n that State, were 
exposed. 

In the State of New York you had the 
Liberal Party and several candidates ap
peared on one program. It is in the dis-

. cretion of the networks, but I do not see 
that they are absolutely kept · from ex
posing themselves and having the oppor
tunity to present their case. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE]. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, there 
appears to be nothing more permanent 
than legislation which is designated as 
"temporary" by this body. This appears 
to be another "temporary" suspension of 
section 315 of the Federal Communi
cations Commission Act. 

Mr. Chairman, one thing which the 
Members of the House should keep in 
mind is that we are dealing with a public · 
commodity; that is, the air waves that 
are supposed to be under the control of 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, I received a letter in 
the last day or two to the e1Iect that the 
American Civil Liberties Union is 
opposed to this bill. This is the first 
time, I think, in 12 or 13 years of public 
service that I have been on the same 
side as that organization. 

Mr. Chairman, I still feel that this is 
not good legislation. I would invite the 
attention of the Members of the Com
mittee to the minority views, specifically 
as they appear on page 6 of this report. 
Are we going to put in the hands of 
certain persons that have control over 
the networks the decisions as to who are 
the major candidates and who are the 
major parties and what are the major 
issues? 

Mr. Chairman, I quote from page 6 of 
the minority views as contained in the 
committee report: 

Our friends in the broadcasting industry, 
having been given merely a glimpse of power 
in the political arena, are now hungrily 
pursuing its ultimate; the right to hound 
people out of office who do not please them, 
the right to openly groom a successor for an 
official in disfavor, the right to control com
pletely what an official or candidate may say 
to his audience in his own behalf, the right 
to use the airwaves to argue for its own 
political point of view, its own candidates, 
and with impunity. 

Mr. Chairman, that is the key issue in 
this particular legislation. That in my 
opinion is objectionable, and any of us 
can turn on any of the local radio and 
television stations and hear them say 
"this is a TV editorial." It gives this 
right to the local licensee dealing in a 
public commodity, the right to express 
their personal views, but equal time for 
the opposition is not permitted. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEL~ 
SEN]. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, I wish to as
sociate myself with the minority views 
that are submitted to this body. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at
tention to the fact that there have been 
requests for the complete repeal of sec
tion 315. In my judgment such a move 
would be a complete threat to the future 
independent operation of our communi-

cative media. I believe the networks 
should have in mind that perhaps the 
equal time rule may be a protection to 
the networks themselves. When a license 
comes up for renewal, pressure can be 
exerted on them if this goes all the way. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at
tention to a recent memorandum that 
went out from the Department of Agri
culture to the various ASC committees 
all over the United States just before the 
recent wheat referendum. This memo
randum was issued for the purpose of 
calling to the attention of ASCS commit
teemen the availability of free public 
service time. It pointed out that stations 
would be responsive to suggestions since 
their licenses come up for renewal every 
3 years. It was suggested, of course, that 
care be exercised to avoid giving the im
pression of coercion. 

Mr. Chairman, an article which ap
peared in the June 16 issue of the Minne
apolis Tribune also calls attention to 
pressures that have been put on the sta
tions. I ask that this article by Richard 
Wilson be included at this point ln my 
remarks. 
[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune, 

June 16, 1963] 
ARM TwiSTING ON A HIGH LEVEL 

(By Richard Wilson) 
Arm twisting, one of the favorite tech

niques of the New Frontier, has been dis
closed on a new and rather more impressive 
level. 

The arm-twisting method was previously 
noted in the steel price controversy, the Cu
ban prisoners deal, and the more benign 
drive for funds for a $30 million national 
cultural center. This technique has at
tained respectability in the Kennedy admin
istration and officials can see nothing wrong 
in it, for they conceive their cause to be 
just. 

The method consists of psychologically 
suggestive pressure on individuals or corpo
rations to support or go along with Govern
ment action. When skillfully applied, the 
individual cannot honestly charge that he 
was threatened with reprisal or tempted by 
rew&rd; he only knows he has been shaken 
up. 

He may have an antitrust suit pending 
and have his mind on this when exposed to 
Government persuasion; but the persuaders, 
of course, say they do not have this in mind 
at all, only the public welfare. 

In the new instance the pressure was per
haps more overt. In fact, it was crude. 
The farm bureaucracy openly and threaten
ingly brought pressure on federally licensed 
radio and TV stations to give free time for 
the Government's version of the issues in 
the national wheat referendum. 

No subtlety was involved. A national 
directive went out to State managers and 
local committeemen of the farm program to 
bring to the attention of radio and TV sta
tions that they are federally licensed for 3 
years only and the renewal of their license 
could depend upon the adequacy of their 
public service programs. This responsibility 
was particularly compelling, it was st~ted, 
with respect to public service agricultural 
programs. 

The innuendo of the directive was amaz
ing. Public service programing, it was 
stated, is promised by radio-TV stations "in 
return for two special favors granted by the 
Government," exclusive use of a broadcast 
frequency, and "the policy of the Govern
ment not to establish federally operated sta
tions in competition with stations being 
operated commercially." Of course, the di
rective added, this does not make stations 
"subject to dictation." 
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The directive was sent out by Ray Fitzger

ald, Deputy Administrator for . State a_nd 
County Operations of the Agricultural 
Stabillzation and Conservation Service, pre
sumably with the approval of Secretary of· 
Agriculture Orv1lle Freeman. 

With vague images evoked of licenses re
voked or Government operated competitors, 
a good many radio and TV stations complied. 
A spot check shows that prime time was 
wangled in Indiana, Kentucky, and Minne· 
sota, and probably elsewhere on a broader 
scale. Some of the stations gave their time 
willingly enough. They wanted just such 
programs. Others felt they were highly 
pressured. 

It might be supposed that this was only in 
the interest of serving the wheat farmers 
with a factual, unbiased view of the issues 
before them. 

But Fitzgerald's directive belies this trust
ing view in one sentence: "As you know, in· 
terests representing one point of view in the 
referendum are blanketing radio and tele
vision statiohs with material in heavy quan
tities. It is not expected that we can match 
the flood of material from this group, which 
is also in a position to buy time. But it is 
essential that we act aggressively to make 
use of public service times of radio and tele
vision stations at times of day when farm 
people are listening." 

Farm people iistened and voted. The Gov
ernment could not get even a majority for 
the adoption of its compulsory control pro
gram for wheat. A two-thirds majority was 
necessary for its adoption. Rather than 
submit either to authoritarian control of 
their farms or the methods of the not-so
hidden persuaders, wheat farmers were ready 
to take the risk of lower income. 

Now the same bureaucracy which had so 
little knowledge of the people it was serving 
has adopted a dog-In-the-manger attitude 
toward new legislation. Wheat farmers 
would readily consider a new program pat
terned after the voluntary programs for feed 
grains coupled with acreage retirement. 

But the bureaucracy still has Its mind on 
arm twisting. Let the farmers suffer a lit
tle and they will come back With their tails 
between their legs. This was a bad tech
nique in the beginning. It is bad now. Mr. 
Kennedy would do well to bring it to an end 
and make a constructive beginning on a new 
wheat program that farmers want. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, if we 
repeal section 315 or whittle away at it 
we can assume, regardless of political 
party, whether we be Democrat or Re
publican, that the licensing of radio and 
television facilities in our country could 
be subject · to pressures exerted on the 
networks and stations to do what is po
litically expected and what would please, 
depending upon who is in power. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe if we continue 
to extend this suspension of 315 we are 
going in the wrong direction as to the 
protection of the networks and as to the 
protection of the public. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan, Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Iowa fMr. SCHWENGEL]. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened with a great deal of interest 
to the discussion here today, and I join 
with those who have made the minority 
views available to us. 

I should like to make one further ob
servation to the Members on my side. If 
the rules herein, implied with this legis
lati~n.- had been applied 1~4 years ago, 
there would be no Republican Party for 
us to belong to. This makes it impossible 
to get minority views that might be good 
views before the public for consideration. 

The public interest nor the best interest 
of freedom· are served by this legislation. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr: STAGGERS]. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the bill after having 
had the assurances of the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the chairman of 
the committee that there will be further 
hearings on this idea of editorializing by 
radio. stations and the unfair tactics of 
some stations of allowing members of a 
political party to come there and attack 
members of the other party without giv
ing them a chance to answer. 

Two Members of Congress came before 
our committee and told of certain sta
tions that allowed people to be attacked 
day after day and day after day on free 
time, and they did not have the time to 
come in and answer. I do not believe 
that should be allowed. We have been 
assured we will have brakes put on that; 
therefore I am in accord with the bill 
we are voting on today. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
further requests for time, the Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Senate and House oj Rep

resentatives of the United States oj America 
in Oo'ngress assembled, That that part of 
section 315(a) of the Communications Act 
of 1934, as amended, which requires any 
licensee of a broadcast station who permits 
any person who is a legally qualified candi
date for any public office to use a broadcast
ing station to afford equal opportunities to 
all other such candidates for that office in 
the use of such broadcastihg station, is sus
pended for the period of the 1964 presi
dential and vice presidential campaigns With 
respect to nominees for the offices of Presi
dent and Vice President of the United States. 
Nothing in the foregoing shall be construed 
as relieving broadcasters from the obligation 
imposed upon them under that Act to op
erate in the public interest. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 1, line 9, strike out "period of the 
1964 presidential and vice presidential cam
paigns" and insert "seventy-five-day period 
immediately preceding November 3, 1964,". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the next committee amendm~mt. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 2, line 2, 

strike out "nominees" and insert "legally 
qualified candidates". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that general 
debate on House Joint Resolution 247 
was limited to only 1 hour because it has 
unduly restricted the debate which 
should have been had on this question. 
I also regret, Mr. Chairman, that due 
to conditions over which I had no con
trol it was not possible for me to be 
present at the time this bill was voted out 
of the committee. Ne.ither was it pos
sible for me to be included ill the minority 
views which I whol~heartedly suPPort. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly recommend 
that all of our colleag\les _pay very clos.~ 

attention to the minority views as ex
pressed in the committee report. And, 
while this House Joint Resolution 247 
purports to be only a temporary measure, 
I would respectfully suggest that it has 
aU the earmarks of being the entering 
wedge e1fort to make this a complete and 
permanent deletion of section 315. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, such a 'Wide open 
suspension would increase the power and 
the influence and the control which can 
be exercised by the Federal Communica
tions Commission, radio station and 
television station management and the 
networks, at any time, and this generates 
a fear which may or may not be well 
founded but which exists, that the radio 
or television stations whic:t. do not com
ply may run into all kinds of roadblocks 
at the Federal Communications level 
when their renewal licenses come up for 
consideration especially if these radio 
stations and television stations have not 
granted time in accordance with the 
views and desires of some influential per
son. 

I had a circumstance related to me, 
Mr. Chairman, very much along this 
line, and I think it can be well docu
mented. 

It will no doubt be denied publicly, 
Mr. Chairman, but nonetheless, I think 
it is true, that the networks have prac
tically life or death control over the 
financial success or failure of an individ
ual radio or television station. It is my 
impression that an individual radio or 
television station cannot remain a profit
able operation unless it receives network 
programs. Thus it becomes an obliga
tion upon an affiliated radio or television 
station to carry a network program 
whether or not the subject of the pro
gram and its contents appeals to the 
local stations. With this kind of a 
stranglehold, and if section 315 is deleted, 
the networks could become a tremendous 
if not overpowering influence in deter
mining the election of the :President of 
the United States or the election of any 
other public official who might be in
cluded in any future broadening of such 
a program. 

Now, again I say to my colleagues, it 
is my understanding that the approval 
of this bill today is but the beginning of 
an e1fort to get a complete deletion of 
section 315 from the Federal Communi
cations Act, as amended, and I submit 
this is not in the best public interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to disapprove this resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 247. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, if I had been told 20 
years ago that there would be legisla
tion before this House. which had for its 
purpose a restriction on free speech, I 
would have thought such a suggestion 
completely fantastic. 

Voltaire has been quoted here many 
times, even by tqose who supp01t this 
legislation in this House when he said, 
in effect, "I may· not ·agree with what you 
say; but I will defen<l t9 the death your 
right to say it." This bill certainly can
not be reconciled ,iii · the light or" that 
statement. · · · 
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· The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. BROYHILL], . a few minutes ago, 
speaking in support of this legislation, 
said that its purpose was to provide a 
maximum of political coverage with a 
minimum of unfairness. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, that the very purpose of this 
legislation is the exact opposite: to pro
vide a minimum of coverage with a max
imum of unfairness. 

The name of a man out in Chicago, 
Lar Daly, has been brought into this 
discussion. Now, I do not know who Lar 
Daly is, and I do not much care, but if 
under the laws of the State of Illinois 
Lar Daly, being an American citizen, had 
qualified as a candidate for public omce, 
who are we to say that Lar Daly does 
not have the right to exercise the same 
rights and prerogatives that any other 
American citizen has who is running for 
public omce? 

Now, I have seen the manner in which 
the Federal Communications Commis:
sion administers their rule of fairness. 
As a matter of fact, I have had some ex
perience with this. I have been the vic
tim of one of their blackmail operations 
in one of my campaigns. I have seen 
the way that they administer the rule of 
equal time. Just the other day, when the 
President went on the radio and propa
gandized his civil rights bill, the oppo
nents of that preposterous legislation 
were denied equal time to plead their 
case. 

As bad as the FCC administration of 
the fairness doctrine and the equal time 
doctrine is, I trust their administration 
much more than I do that of CBS 
Frank Stanton, NBC's Mr. Sarnoff, or 
Mr. Moore of ABC. I know it is said that 
the stations themselves govern this, but 
everybody knows that the stations can
not divorce themselves from the net
works. 

If I remember correctly, back in 1948 
we had a campaign for President. To 
read the newspapers back in that day, 
and to read the Gallup polls you would 
have thought there was but one major 
candidate in the race, and no one else 
could win. If this bill had been in effect 
in that day, they could even have cut off 
Harry Truman from radio and television 
because nobody thought he was really a 
serious candidate. Even so, he surprised 
nearly everyone in America by winning 
by a wide margin. At the time of the 
conventions he may not have been a 
major candidate, but he became a major 
candidate. 

Mr. Chairman, who is to make the de
termination as to who is a major can
didate? Is it to be a matter of congres
sional policy? Is it to be a matter which 
is to be determined by the people? No. 
Under this bill three people will deter
mine :who will be the major candidates . . 
Those people are General Sarnoff of 
NBC, Mr. Frank Stanton of CBS, and 
Mr. Tom Moore of ABC, and that is too 
much power to put in the hands of any
one. As far as I am concerned any can
didate, no matter now minor he might 
be, so long as he is a legally qualified 
candidate, has the same rights, privi
leges, and immunities as any other can
didate for the omce that he seeks, no 
matter how little his chances of election 
may be. 

I hope this legislation, Mr. Chairman, 
is defeated. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RYAN of New 

York: Page 1, beginning with line 9, strike 
out all down through "United States." .in 
line 4 on page 2 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: "is suspended for the seventy
five-day period immediately preceding No
vember 3, 1964, in the case of any program 
in which the presidential candidates of the 
Democratic and Republican Parties, or any 
other legally qualified candidates for Presi
dent, are presented together." 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, as I understand the purpose of the 
bill before us today, it is to provide op
portunity for the candidates for Presi
dent to debate the issues in the same way 
in which the presidential candidates in 
1960 debated. I have offered this amend
ment to make sure that in doing this, in 
trying to achieve this objective, we allow 
for television debates, but we do not at 
the same time eliminate the equal time 
requirement for all broadcasts involving 
the presidential and vice-presidential 
campaigns. In other words, my amend
ment would suspend the equal time pro
vision only for joint appearances between 
presidential candidates, joint appear
ances between the Democratic candidate 
and the Republican candidate, or joint 
appearances between any two or more 
legally qualified candidates. This, it 
seems to me, meets the purpose of the 
proposed bill. It provides an opportunity 
for the kind of debate which was so 
worthwhile, and instructive, and con
structive during the 1960 presidential 
election, and at the same time preserves 
for every other facet of the campaign 
the law as it now stands requiring equal 
time for all candidates. · . 

I hope that this amendment will meet 
with approval. I seriously believe that 
the proposal to which it is offered as an 
amendment, the original proposal, is 
entirely too broad and leaves complete 
discretion in the hands of the broad
casters. It can have the effect of pre
venting third party candidates or other 
candidates from having the opportunity 
to present their views before the Amer
ican people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is vital to our demo
cratic system that the electorate be af
forded the opportunity to consider all 
candidates and the pros and cons of all 
issues. Broadcasting is a principal 
source of such information. First radio 
and then television have become power
ful political instruments. Section 315 
of the Federal Communications Act was 
enacted to insure equal treatment for 
all candidates. If the pending bill is 
passed, not only third party candidates 
but the major party candidates will be 
dependent upon the discretion of the 
broadcasters. Broadcasting is a public 
trust which should be subject to public 
regulation. Freedom of expression for a 
minority point of view should be pro
tected. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. HARIUS. What does the gentle
man mean by his amendment when he 
says "are presented together"? Does 
that mean that if there are half a dozen 
candidates for President and Vice Pres
ident they have all got to be on the stage 
together? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. No, sir; it 
means that any two candidates must be 
presented together. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is not what the 
amendment says. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. That is my 
intention. The key word is "or." 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman says in 
his amendment, "in the case of any pro
gram in which the presidential candi
dates of the Democratic and Republican 
Parties, or any other legally qualified 
candidates for President, are presented 
together." · 

In other words, if you had 18 candi
dates, as you did in 1956, I suppose the 
amendment would mean, if they were all 
recognized as legally qualified candi
dates, that all 18 would have to be pre
sented together. Is that the interpreta
tion of it? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. My inter
pretation is that this would apply to the 
75 days, as the joint resolution does, be
fore the election. It would apply to 
those presidential candidates who were 
legally designated by the Democratic and 
Republican Parties or any other legally 
qualified candidates. And if any two of 
these candidates agreed to appear to
gether, then there would be an exemp
tion from the equal-time provision. 

Mr. HARRIS. In my judgment that 
is not what the amendment says. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I would be 
happy to accept any language the dis
tinguished chairman feels would express 
that purpose more adequately. I be
lieve this does express that purpose. The 
word "or" means what it says. The 
language does not say "and," I might 
point out. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Gladly. 
Mr. HARRIS. I am opposed to the 

amendment and therefore I have no 
language to suggest to the gentleman 
that would be satisfactory to me. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I suspected 
that was the case, Mr. Chairman. How
ever, I do think that the colloquy between 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee and myself has made it clear, if 
the language does not--I believe the 
language does-make it clear what my 
intention is. This would certainly guide 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion in administering the act. I hope 
we can limit the suspension of equal 
time to the debate proposition. 

Mr. BENNETT of . Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of New York. I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I think 
the gentleman would accomplish the 
purpose he seeks by his amendment by 
simply voting against the bill. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. If the bill 
is not amended, I intend to vote against 
it. On the other hand, it has been 
argued that without some amendment 
to section 315 the broadcasters would not 
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provide a ·forum for debate. So the· real 196.4 certainly we could correct it in 1965. 
purpose of this amendment is to pro- We did not find it necessary to correct 
vide that forum. in 1961 what was done in 1960. 

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Chairman, ·I So I hope this amendment will be de-
rise in opposition to the amendment. feated, because we do not want to kill 

Mr. Chairman, I rise not only in oppo- · what the committee has intended, effect
sion to the amendment of the gentleman ing the regulation, for once, by the Con
from New York [Mr. RYAN] but ·in sup- gress. Not only that, but we do not 
port of the bill, because it has been my want to give. stature to someone who may 
basic philosophy here to legislate in a become a presidential candidate and de
way that whenever we can we· avoid reg- mand that he be put on the radio or tele
ulation of any industry-and I refer in vision with those men who are candidates 
this instance particularly to the commu- of the Republican and Democratic 
nications industry-when we do so we are Parties, and give stature to people who 
accomplishing something in the interest do not deserve it and who are running 
of free enterprise in this country. As I only to get publicity or getting the time 
understand the conditions today we have which the gentleman's amendment would 
on the one hand a free press, which is require. I certainly think he does not 
free to give time or to give editorial sup- want that, and I hope the amendment 
port or perhaps editorial criticism, or will be defeated. 
perhaps to slant news, if it wants to slant Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
it for or against any public official, and Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 
this freedom is far too often abused; On Mr. HEMPHILL. I yield. 
the other hand, we have the Federal Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. The 
Communications Commission, sitting as gentleman says that these minority 
it were as a monitor or a policeman parties we have been talking about do 
on top of the communications industry not deserve any consideration. Does the 
which has to compete with the news- gentleman think that whether they de
paper industry, compete every day. serve · consideration or not should be 

In 1960, in order to give that industry within the discretion of the broadcasting 
a chance to prove what it could do for industry? 
the American people in bringing to the Mr. HEMPHILL. I think we should 
American people the messages from the go to the pending legislation, on page 2, 
candidates for President of the United lines 4, 5, 6, and 7, which requires that 
States, we suspended the provisions of the station act in the public interest. 
section 315 for the debate which has They deserve consideration, but they 
now become a part of our political must earn stature. 
history. Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. In 1956, 

I do not think the gentleman from the so-called other parties got 11 hours 
New York wants this, but if the gentle- and 45 minutes' time on the radio. 
man's amendment is adopted its effect When we suspended that section in 1960 
would be to kill this bill which the com- they got 10 minutes, in toto. Does the 
mittee has worked out. It will cast into gentleman consider that to be in the 
the trash can the bill which the com- public interest? 
mittee has approved. Not only that, I Mr. HEMPHILL. I did not hear any 
fear that the amendment as written, kick about it. The public did not de
whether voluntarily or involuntarily, mand any more time for them. 
will give stature to those candi(iates to Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. There 
whom nobody wants to give stature, such was no kick about it at the time. 
as candidates of the Communist Party, h · 
the Socialist Party, and some others, Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. C airman, 
time, publicity, and stature they do not I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
deserve. That is what this amendment Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
will do if it does not kill this legislation. gentleman yield? 

It seems to me there is an opportunity Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
here not only in opposing this amend- gentleman. 
ment but in passing this legislation to Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, . I ask 
say to the American people that con- unanimous consent that all debate on 
gress in its wisdom, having had the ex- this amendment, and all amendments 
perience of 1960, in keeping with the free thereto, close in 5 minutes. 
enterprise idea of America, because of The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
its previous experience will use that ex- to the request of the gentleman from 
perience in 1964 to see whether or not Arkansas? 
in the future, and this would be my hope, There was no objection. 
section 315 of the Federal Communica- Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
tions Act would be entirely unneces- I think this amendment ought to be de
sary. feated. It is a nuisance amendment and 

We must not forget that if we were to it would cut the heart out of the bill. It 
delete the entire section we still have will serve no useful purpose. As a mem
the regulatory commission, which I hope ber of the subcommittee, may I say we 
will continue as an arm of the Congress, studied this legislation carefully. We 
and the communications industry recog- heard many witnesses. · Perhaps some 
nizes, because I have talked to many of of the Members were not on the :floor 
them, that if they abuse any of their when the details of the bill were dis
privileges not only can they be faced cussed today but this is a very simple 
with the loss or delay of their license re- proposition. We want to have, or at 
newal when it is called up, but the Fed- least some of us want to have, a con
era! Communications Commission has frontation between the candidates for 
certain rulemaking power, the Congress President and Vice· President of the 
is still sitting, the Congress is meeting United States, that is, the candidates of 
every year, and if this were abused in the two major political parties. 

. In order to have this co~frontation, 
sometimes called debates, we have need 
for. this .legislatic:m because if this legis
lation is not passed,. . there will be no 
debates . or confrontation between the 
two nominees of the two major political 
parties. The reason for that is we will 
have to enforce the equal time provision, 
and if a network or station would have 
to give time to all candidates, it would 
be an impossible situation and would re
sult in no time given to any candidate. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is cer
tainly making a very appropriate state
ment. I would like to say, with the per
mission of the gentleman however, that 
this is not a requirement that the candi
dates must have such confrontation. It 
is a voluntary thing and an arrangement 
that must be worked out with the candi
dates themselves. That, of course, adds 
to the rule and doctrine of fairness that 
must be applied. 
. Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The distin
guished Chairman is absolutely right. 
The point I was trying to make is that if 
we do not pass this legislation, there will 
be requests made by a score of minority 
party candidates, candidates like the 
Socialist Party candidate for President 
or the Vegetarian Party or the Prohibi
tion Party and all of the other nuisance 
groups that are trying to get publicity. 
If a network or radio station is con
fronted with such requests, they are 
going to have to turn them all down in
cluding those of the two nominees for 
the major political parties. So the only 
way we are going to be able to hear de
bates and have this confrontation be
tween the nominees of the Democratic 
and Republican Party is to pass this leg
islation. If we do not pass it, there will 
not be any public debates and confron
tations such as we had in the 1960 cam
paign. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RYAN of New York. If the gen
tleman had listened to the remarks I 
made in support of my amendment, he 
would realize that the very purpose of 
my amendment is to exempt from the 
equal time provisions of the law presi
dential debates and confrontations 
which are a part of the democratic 
process. We looked at them in 1960, 
and we are looking forward to them in 
1964. The very purpose of my amend
ment is to exempt such debates by presi
dential candidates and to provide that 
no equal time is required to be given 
where there are debates between presi
dential candidates. Otherwise the law 
is kept intact. If the intent of the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce is to provide an opportunity for 
debates between presidential candidates, 
then my amendment will accomplish 
the purpose. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman. But I do think this 'is a nuisance 
amendment and would-knock the heart 
out of this bill and I recommend that 
the amendment be defeated. 
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Mr. BENNET!' of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BENNET!' of Michigan. The gen
tleman from Nebraska is a very able and 
distinguished member of our committee. 
However~ I cannot agree with him that if 
this bill is not passed, we could not have 
Presidential debates. There is nothing 
under present law to prevent the net
works and the candidates from getting. 
together and arranging for the same 
identical kind of debates as were ar
ranged for in tlle .1960 campaign. There 
is not a single solitary thing in the pres
ent law that would prevent that. So if 
the gentleman thinks that without thiS 
bill there will be no debates, I am sure he 
is honestly mistaken in his views. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I do not think 
the gentleman from Nebraska is mis
taken. The eft'ect of this is that it will 
facilitate debates, and if it is not passed, 
the networks will not assume the respon
sibility of providing equal time for per
haps a dozen major and minor party 
candidates anci, therefore, there will not 
be any debates or confrontations. This 
legislation is endorsed by the two great 
political parties, by Mr. Bailey of the 
Democratic National Committee and by 
Mr. Miller of the Republican National 
Committee. This has nationwide sup
port. We want to hear our two major 
political Presidential nominees. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment and the passage of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is 
on the amendment of the gentleman 
from New York. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the 1·equisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let us straighten the 
record on the testimony. If the mem
bers of the Committee will read the 
testimony, they will :find nothing in the 
record that the networks said they 
would improve the program. As a mat
ter of fact, they cannot improve the 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say in 
honesty to the networks that they did 
want the debates; they would have pre
ferred a debate, but the two candidates 
in 1960 would not agree. The only kind 
of a program they would agree on was 
this press interview. That same press 
interview could have been had on "Meet 
the Press" and it can be had today on 
"Meet the Press" or "Face the Nation," 
or any similar program that is already 
on the networks. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there is not one 
thing to be gained by this resolution 
that is not possible and legal today under 
the present law to put on the same kind 
of a program that we listened to in 1960, 
because the "Meet the Press•• program 
can have both candidates present and 
they can have them interviewed and 
questioned by the press. That is all in 
the world that we had in 1960, so let us 
have the re.cord straight on that question 
as to what would be accomplished by the 
passage of this resolution. 

. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Yes.; I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa. ' 

Mr. GROSS. I have been amazed to 
hear this argument that there cannot or 
will not be a confrontation of presiden
tial candidates unless this bill is enacted. 
I just do not understand this line of 
argument. 

What is to prevent there being a con
frontation on television or radio? What 
is to prevent it? 

Mr. YOUNGER. Nothing except the 
unwillingness of the candidates to meet; 
that is all. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me in order to re
spond to the question of the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. He was on his 
feet :first. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it not a fact that 
this legislation rather than providing a 
vehicle by which the public can become 
better informed actually restricts in
formation that would be given to the 
public by eliminating from the air cer
tain viewpoints which the public cer
tainly could well consider? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think that is true. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield further? 
Mr. YOUNGER. Yes. 
Mr. GROSS. What happens to this 

doctrine about which we hear so much 
of equal rights if we adopt this bill? 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think you will 
have the airwaves segregated. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, if this is so good-! ask the 
question a while ago and got no answer 
to it-why not go down the line and take 
in all of the candidates, the candidates 
of the Vegetable Party and the Sons and 
Daughters of I Will Arise, and those who 
are running against Members of Con
gress? Why not? Why not the same 
rule all the way down? I am not for 
this kind of manipulation as is contained 
in this bill. 

Mr. YOUNGER. I think what is good 
for the goose ought to be good for the 
gander. 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. YOUNGER. Yes, I yield to the 

distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. 

Mr. HARRIS. I was going to attempt 
from a very practical and realistic stand- · 
point to answer the question of the gen
tleman from Iowa. There are two things 
which would prevent a confrontation of 
the major candidates. No.1 is that they 
are not likely going to agree to appear 
on the same program where the parties 
have to pay for it. No. 2, it means that 
$2 million has to go into such a pro
gram. That is a rather rigid restric
tion, in my judgment. 

Mr. YOUNGER. May I answer the 
chairman by saying that I am rather 
positive that the program, "Meet the 
Press," will be very happy to have both 
candidates before them, and also the 

other programs such as "Face the Na
tion" will be glad to have them. And 
that with the $1,000-a-plate dinners I 
think the parties can well afford to buy 
the time, if that is necessary. There is 
no guarantee in the passage of this bill 
that you will have anything at all in 
the way of the two candidates appear
ing, because that depends on whether 
the candidates themselves will agree. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
mov:e to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas. 
· Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section conclude in 10 minutes. 

Mr. wn.LIAMS. That is not on the 
bill as a whole? 

Mr. HARRIS. On this section. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

Mr. HARRIS. This does not include 
the time of the gentleman from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, let 

me see if I can be helpful in getting this 
minority thing straightened out. 

May I say that by this legislation there 
is not any guarantee of anything. There 
was not any guarantee of anything in 
the legislation of 1960. But the net
works did assure us in 1960 that they 
would do their best to have these debates 
if the two candidates would be willing 
to come on the program. 

As the gentleman from California 
said, there is no guarantee and there 
will not be any guarantee if you pass this 
bill. If you can get the President and 
the Republican nominee to agree, there 
will be confrontation. That is all there 
was in 1960. But I think the President 
did say about 3 or 4 months after he 
came into office, after his brother had 
said he would not appear, the President 
said, "I will appear/' and I think the · 
President means to keep his word. We 
will see that the candidates will con
front each other in 1964. 

Let us come to the minority matter 
and show why it is impractical to do 
anything if you insist that every small 
party. regardless of its size, insists on 
being heard. I think the chairman told 
you that the three together cost about $3 
million, including NBC, ABC, and CBS. 
If you want to multiply that by 12 more, 
and there were 12 other parties that 
were on one State ticket that ran na
tionwide in the last election, if you want 
to multiply that 3 by 12, it is 36. 

May I say if you are going to allow the 
other 12 minority parties, some of whom 
appeared in only one State of the Union, 
to have equal time, which they are now 
entitled to under the act, it would cost 
the networks $36 million. Naturally, 
they are not going to agree to give equal 
time to every party when it demands 
time. 
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The purpose of this legislation is to get 

before the American people the two 
nominees who have a chance to be 
elected in 1964. That is about as prac
tical legislation as I know. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been sup
ported editorially from coast to coast. I 
have not seen an editorial against it. 
There may be some to which the Mem
bers may refer, but all of the editorials 
I have seen, and I think I have read 
them all on the rack out here, have sup
ported it. They supported it in 1960 and 
they will support it in 1964 because they 
believe that is the only way the Ameri
can people can see the two candidates of 
the two major parties confront each 
other, and they can then decide after 
seeing them on television which one of 
those candidates they want. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. I merely want to say 
and emphasize what the gentleman has 
just said, the practical situation that the 
committee had to consider when we were 
asked to extend this suspension to other 
candidates for omce. The gentleman 
knows we considered extending it to 
candidates for Governor, to candidates 
for the U.S. Senate, and to the candidates 
as Members of the House, and even on 
down to the smaller candidates on the 
local level. There is not enough time, 
there are not enough hours in the day 
if that requirement is carried out for any 
facility, even if it devoted all 24 hours 
to the innumerable candidates that exist. 

We had some discussion of what hap
pened in New York, in that particular 
area where we had Members of Congress 
in the great State of New York, in one 
small area. If the facilities were to be 
opened there would not be enough time 
during the day to give time to all candi
dates, much less if you limited it to the 
major candidates of the two parties. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say to the dis
tinguished chairman that in the State of 
New York, because I saw it on TV, there 
were broadcasts for presidential minority 
candidates where they were actually on 
the ballot in the State of New York. The 
networks did not .exclude everybody. 
They did try to give some of these minor
ity parties hearings in the States where 
they were on the ballot. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, the argument that has been 
made here repeatedly by my distin
guished chairman and others is-and it 
is repeating the argument that the net
works made-and that came up in our 
hearings and elsewhere-that if you sus
pend this, you take less out of the treas
uries of the Democratic and the Republi
can Parties. Well, that is just not the 
case. In 1956 the networks, both on 
radio and television, gave more free time 
than they did in 1960 after you sus
pended this. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Yes; but 
I have only 2 minutes. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman quoted 
these figures a moment ago, and I read to 
the House the statement of Mr. Stanton. 
He is president of the Columbia Broad
casting System, and certainly he knows 
or should know how much time CBS gave 
to or devoted or made available for this 
purpose both in 1956 and 1960. He said 
that "In 1960 the CBS radio and tele
vision networks"-! do not know what 
the gentleman's figures are or where they 
are from. This is the CBS networks 
figures. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I got 
mine from the FCC, the list being pre
pared by our staff. I am certain their 
figures are correct. 

Mr. HARRIS. Well, this is from the 
network itself that operates it: 

In 1960 the CBS radio and television net
works devoted a total of 16%, hours to per
sonal appearances of the Democratic and 
Republican presidential and vice-presiden
tial candidates, at no charge to them. This, 
compared to 36 minutes in 1956. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]. 

Mr. HARRIS. "This," Dr. Stanton 
said, "compared to 36 minutes in 1956." 
Now, that certainly does not jibe with 
what the gentleman stated. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Well, I 
got these :figures from the Federal Com
munications Commission. If the Federal 
Communications Commission has given 
me the wrong information, that is not 
my fault. . 

Mr. HARRis: If the gentleman will 
permit, I think where the discrepancy is, 
the Federal Communications Commission 
is not only reporting on the time the 
candidates used but time representatives 
of candidates used. This d6es not extend 
to representatives of candidates. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. This is 
network time used by presidential can
didates and representatives in their be
half in the years cited. 

Mr. HARRIS. I quoted the statement 
of the president of the Columbia Broad
casting System. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. In this 
instance, I will take the word of FCC 
rather than the Columbia Broadcasting 
System. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. BROYHILLJ. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, it would appear there is 
much made over the fact that under the 
present regulations, present law, the 
stations could cover the activities of can
didates with bona fide news coverage. 
This is true. But, the fact remains that 
the networks and the broadcasters 
stated in the hearings, that they wanted 
to use new innovations, they wanted to 
use new methods of presenting candi
dates to the American people. 

I feel we should give the broadcasters 
this opportunity. I want to make it 
clear again that this legislation is only 
involved with the presidenial and vice 
presidential candidates and, when we 
say candidates, we mean these candi
dates only, and not local candidates and 
local contests. 

I would like to say that in participat
ing in that 1960 election and in listen
ing to all of the hearings, that I feel 
that the networks were fair and they 
should be given another opporturiity to 
prove they can do a good job. · I cer
tainly hope that this House will vote for 
this legislation. ' · 

The CHAIRMAN. The ·gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE] is recognized. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, section 
315 of the Federal Communications Act 
is either good legislation or bad. It has 
been approved by this House heretofore 
and the efforts here today are again, as 
they were in the 1960 campaign, to sus
pend these provisions as they relate to 
presidential and vice-presidential can
didates. I think there is a clue that re
ftects on what some of the Members have 
been saying about who is going to con
trol air time and what candidates will 
appear and what will be said. That ap
pears in the first full paragraph on page 
2 of the report which says, in effect: 

The Federal Communications Commission 
shall require broadcasting stations and net
works to make such reports • • • on the 
effect of this legislation on the 1964 presi
dential and vice-presidential campaigns. 

The broadcasters, Mr. Stanton, Mr. 
Sarnoff, and Mr. Moore, will make are
port to the Congress or to the Federal 
Communications Commission on the ef
fect of this legislation. Are they the 
ones also to adjudge what the effect of 
the legislation will be? That is a pur
view of the Congress of the United States, 
but here we are telling them, "You fel
lows decide who is going to have what 
time and who is to address the American 
people, and you make your report to the 
Congress and the Federal Communica
tions Commission of what the effect has 
been." You can well imagine what the 
broadcasters and persons who have a 
monetary interest in this are going to 
report to the Federal Communications 
Commission and the Congress. 

I say this is a bad bill and should be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 2. The Federal Communications Com

mission shall require broadcast stations and 
networks to make such reports as may be 
necessary to enable the Commission to make 
a detailed report to the Congress not later 
than May 1, 1965, on: (1) The effect of the 
suspension of the equal opportunities re
quirement of section 315 on the 1964 presi
dential and vice presidential campaigns, in
cluding information concerning requests for 
time, amount of time made available (in
cluding amount of free time, time paid for 
by candidates or political organizations, and 
time paid for by others), total charges, rates, 
editorializing, distribution of time during 
various phases of the campaigns, and 
clearance by individual stations of network 
program concerning the candidates or the 
issues, and (2) the role of broadcast stations 
and networks in other political campaigns 
during 1964. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. · · 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of . the 
bill and wish to bring one matter to the· 
attention of the House. Under the 
minority views I have been quoted by 
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my good friends and colleagues who rep
resent the minority on this particular 
resolution. For their quotes, I am, of 
course, very grateful, but at the same 
time ! .would like to make it abundantly 
clear that I am in support of this resolu
tion, and I urge its adoption by the 
House. The quote which has been 
c·redited to me appears on page 5 of the 
Committee report anq it ·says: 

It boils down to the question of who is 
going to determine what ~he issues in a cam
paign are. Are the candidates going to do 
it or are the television and radio stations 
going to do it? 

The statement was made by me during 
a colloquy with Gov. Leroy Collins 
and after which Governor Collins had 
advocated the complete repeal of section 
315. It was the view of the committee 
that section 315 should certainly not be 
repealed, but I say to the House that this 
resolution merely exempts it in one par
ticular instance-in the case of presi
dential and vice presidential elections 
for 1964. Whether or not the networks 
will be fair is a question that seems to 
have been raised here today. Let me 
simply say this: And I quote from Gov
ernor Collins, who, of course, represents 
the broadcasting industry but certainly 
is a man of great honor and integrity, 
when he said: 

He is bound under the law without sec
tion 316 to operate in the public interest 
and to be fair in the presentation of his 
whole programing schedule. 

What are the reasons for the adoption 
of this resolution? Why does it make 
good sense on this occasion to suspend 
the operation of section 315 in the case 
of the presidential and vice-presidential 
race? There is tremendous concern 
throughout this country, and I am sure 
that concern is extended to both the Re
publican and Democratic Parties, over 
the expense of putting on presidential 
campaigns. As has been pointed out in 
the debate today, if we pass this resolu
tion it will mean a saving of approxi
mately $2 million to the major political 
parties of this country, money that can 
well be spent by those parties in other 
areas and for other purposes. 

And as our chairman has so ably 
pointed out it is a question of whether 
or not the major candidates will be·put 
on the air. When there are a number of 
minor candidates, with the equal-time 
provision in e1fect, the networks are ex
tremely reluctant to extend time to any 
of them, due to the constant harassment 
to which they would be subjected. So if 
we are to get the major candidates be
fore the country as is so necessary in 
this day and time certainly this is the 
waytodoit. 

I urge that this resolution be adopted. 
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
this opportunity to inquire something of 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee. As I understand, the resolution 
provides· only for the Offices of President 
and Vice President. Yet in paragraph 2 
of section 2 you have the language "the 

role of broadcast stations and networks 
in other political campaigns during 
1964." 

What is the purpose·of that if this is 
to apply only to the Office of President 
and Vice President? · 

Mr. HARRIS. The first section of the 
resolution is applicable to the purposes 
that brought this resolution to the at
tention of the committee and the House. 
The second section is to meet some of the 
appropriate criticism that we have ex
perienced in campaigns with reference 
to the requirements of stations to file 
with the Federal Communications Com
mission reports of political broadcasts by 
that station. This was brought on prin
cipally by the activity of the committee 
in the other body, which was a continu
ing committee, to look into these matters 
during the recent campaign, and the 
difficulties that they had in the immedi
ate campaign with reference to reports 
being filed with the Federal Communica
tions Commission. So the purpose of 
this is to require the stations to file with 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion these reports in connection with all 
of their political broadcasts. An effort 
was made by the FCC to get this infor
mation and it has finally got it. 

Just a few days ago a voluminous re
port was filed with the Congress showing 
just how these facilities were used all 
over the country in connection with 
political broadcasts in 1962. 

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to clear 
up one question with the chairman of 
the committee, if I may. I have listened 
to the debate with a great deal of in
terest. I have frequently heard the 
phrase "legally qualified candidates" be
ing used by almost every speaker. It is 
still not clear in my mind what a "legally 
qualified candidate" might be. One 
speaker indicated that that would be de
termined by State law. Another indi
cated the Federal Communications Com
mission or the major communication 
networks would decide. Reference was 
also made to the fairness doctrine. Can 
the gentleman clear this up for my 
benefit? 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman is quite 
familiar with the selection of candi
dates by the national parties. There 
have been conventions or other methods 
of selecting candidates of minority 
parties in the past. The networks, of 
course, take cognizance of this fact. If 
there is any party with a candidate with 
substantial support, they endeavor under 
the fairness rule to give some attention 
to him. As was stated a moment. ago, 
under the laws of the State of New York 
there was a minority candidate for Pres
ident and as I understand time was made 
available. Insofar as the application to 
the Nation is concerned, where we do 
not have any Federal law as such on it, 
the Federal Communications Commis
sion has in its rules and regulations 
definitions of a legally qualified candi
date. It is the definition of the Federal 

Communications Commission that is 
·followed. Certainly it is not left up to 
the networks altogether to decide. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. I thank the gentle
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. DENTON, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 247) to suspend for 
the 1964 campaign the equal-opportunity 
requirements of section 315 of the Com
munications Act of 1934 for nominees for 
the Offices of President and Vice Presi
dent, pursuant to House Resolution 402, 
he reported the joint resolution back to 
the House with sundry· amendments 
adopted by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, and was 
read the third time. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the joint resolution? 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quai
i:fies. The Clerk will report the motion 
to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BENNETT of Michigan moves to recom

mit House Joint Resolution 247 to the House 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. -
The question was taken; and on a 

division <demanded by Mr. GRoss), there 
were-ayes 46, noes 97. 

So the motion to recommit was · re
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michigan objects to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present. 
Evidently, a quorum ls not present. 

The Deorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 
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The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 263, nays 126, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 42, as follows: 

[Roll No. 85] 

Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Baker 
Baring 
Bass 
Bates 
Battin 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Berry 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Brademas 
Bray 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Blfrke 
Burkhalter 
Burleson 
Byrne,Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cahill 
Cameron 
Cannon 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Clark 
Conte 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Denton 
Derwinski 
Dingell 
Dole 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Downing 
Dulski 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Everett 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 
Fisher 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Ford 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton, Pa. 
Fulton, Tenn. 
Fuqua 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gavin 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Glenn 
Gonzalez 
Goodell 
Grabowski 
Gray 

Abbitt 
Abele 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alger 
Andrews 
Ashbrook 

YEA8-263 
Green, Oreg. Olsen, Mont. 
Green, Pa. O'Neill 
Gr111ln Osmers 
Griftiths Ostertag 
Gubser Passman 
Hagen, Calif. Patman 
Halleck Patten 
Hanna Pelly 
Hansen Pepper 
Harding Perkins 
Hardy Philbin 
Harris Pilcher 
Harrison Pirnie 
Harsha Poage 
Harvey, Ind. Poff 
Harvey, Mich. Pool 
Healey Price 
Hechler Pucinski 
Hemphill Purcell 
Holifield Randall 
Holland Reid, N.Y. 
Horan Reifel 
Horton Rhodes, Ariz. 
Hull Rhodes, Pa. 
Hutchinson Riehlman 
!chord Rivers, Alaska 
Jarman Roberts, Tex. 
Jennings Robison 
Jensen Rodino 
Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Colo. 
Johnson, Wis. Rogers, Fla. 
Jonas Rogers, Tex. 
Jones, Ala. Rooney 
Jones, Mo. Rostenkowski 
Karsten Roush 
Karth Ryan, Mich. 
Keith St Germain 
Kelly Saylor 
Kilgore Schneebeli 
King, Calif. Schweiker 
Kirwan Secrest 
Kluczynski Shipley 
Knox Shriver 
Kornegay Sibal 
Laird Sickles 
Landrum Slack 
Lankford Smith, Iowa 
Leggett Smith, Va. 
Lesinski Springer 
Libonati Staebler 
Lloyd Stafford 
Long, La. Staggers 
McClory Steed 
McDade Stephens 
McDowell Stinson 
McFall Stratton 
Mcintire Stubblefield 
McLoskey Sullivan 
Macdonald Taylor 
Madden Teague, Calif. 
Mahon Teague, Tex. 
Mailliard Thomas 
Marsh Thompson, La. 
Martin, Mass. Thompson, N.J. 
Mathias Thompson, Tex. 
Matthews Thornberry 
Michel Toll 
Miller, Calif. Udall 
Milliken Ullman 
Mills Van Deerlin 
Minish Va.nik 
Minshall Vinson 
Monagan Wallhauser 
Montoya Watts 
Moore Weltner 
Moorhead Westland 
Morgan Whalley 
Morris White 
Morrison Whitener 
Morton Wickersham 
Multer Widnall 
Murphy, m. Willis 
Murphy, N.Y. Wilson, Bob 
Natcher Wilson, 
Nedzi Charles H. 
Nix Wright 
O'Brien, N.Y. Young 
O'Hara, Mich. Zablocki 

NAY8-126 
Ashmore 
Baldwin 
Barry 
Beermann 
Bell 
Bennett, Mich. 
Betts 

Bolton, 
FrancesP. 

Bolton, 
OliverP. 

Bow 
Brock 
Bromwell 

Brown, Calif. 
Bruce 
Burton 
Celler 
Clancy 
Clausen 
Cleveland 
Cohelan 
Collier 
Curtin 
Dague 
Dent 
Derounian 
Devine 
Dowdy 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Edwards 
Farbstein 
Findley 
Fino 
Flynt 
Foreman 
Fraser 
Gathings 
Gilbert 
Gill 
Goodling 
Grant 
Gross 
Grover 
Gurney 
Hagan, Ga. 
Haley 
Halpern 
Hawkins 

Hays 
Herlong 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Huddleston 
Joelson 
Johansen 
Kastenmeier 
King, N.Y. 
Kunkel 
Kyl 
Langen 
Latta 
Lennon 
Lindsay 
Lipscomb 
Long,Md. 
McCulloch 
Martin, Calif. 
Martin, Nebr. 
Matsunaga 
Morse 
Mosher 
Murray 
Nelsen 
Nygaard 
O'Hara, lll. 
O'Konski 
Olson, Minn. 
Pike 
Pillion 
Powell 
Quie 
Quillen 
Reid, Ill. 
Rich 

Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts, Ala. 
Rosenthal 
Roudebush 
Roybal 
Rumsfeld 
Ryan, N.Y. 
St. George 
Schade berg 
Schenck 
Schwengel 
Selden 
Senner 
Short 
Siler 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Snyder 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tollefson 
Tuck 
Tuten 
Utt 
Van Pelt 
Waggonner 
Watson 
Wharton 
Whitten 
Will1ams 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Wydler 
Wyman 
Younger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Taft 

NOT VOTING-42 
Ayres 
Barrett 
Boggs 
Brown, Ohio 
Buckley 
Carey 
Colmer 
Corman 
Curtis 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Diggs 
Ellsworth 
Finnegan 

Forrester 
Hall 
Hebert 
Henderson 
Hosmer 
Kee 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
McM1llan 
MacGregor 
May 
Meader 
Miller, N.Y. 
Moss 

Norblad 
O'Brien, lll. 
Rains 
Reuss 
Roosevelt 
St. Onge 
Scott 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Trimble 
Tupper 
Weaver 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Ayres. 
Mr. St. Onge with Mr. Ellsworth. 
Mr. Sheppard with Mr. Miller of New York. 
Mr. Shelley with Mr. Kilburn. 
Mr. Barrett with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Hosmer. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. MacGregor. 
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Weaver. 
Mr. Henderson with Mrs. May. 
Mr. Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Hall. 
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Meader. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Curtis. 
Mr. O'Brien of Dlinois with Mr. Tupper. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Reuss. 
Mr. Sikes with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Dawson. 
Mr. Forrester with Mr. Finnegan. 
Mr. Rains with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Trimble with Mr. McMillan. 

Mr. POOL changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
The title was amended to read: "Joint 

resolution to suspend for the 1964 cam
paign the equal opportunity require
ments of section 315 of the Communica
tions Act of 1934 for legally qualified 
candidates for the offices of President 
and Vice President/' 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

CONSTRUCTION OF VETERANS' 
ADMINISTRATION HOSPITALS 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State ofthe Union for the considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 4347> to limit the 
authority of the Veterans' Administra
tion and the Bureau of the Budget with 
respect to new construction or alteration 
of veterans' hospitals. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 4·347, with Mr. 
STAGGERS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery has 168 hospitals and 17 domi
ciliaries. As of April 30, 1963, there 
were 109,791 patients in the Veterans' 
Administration medical system and ap
proximately 17,000 members in the domi
ciliaries. I agree with the observation 
in the Administrator's report on the in
troduced bill that "effective discharge 
of this responsibility obviously requires 
an orderly system of long-range plan
ning to achieve the best and most equi
table results." This bill will facilitate 
the orderly system of planning advocated 
by the Administrator. 

The Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
is charged under the Legislative Reor
ganization Act of 1946 with legislative 
oversight over these activities, and be
lieves that the effective discharge of 
this responsibility obviously requires 
that the Committee be advised, 1n ad
vance, and consulted with, in advance, 
with respect to the carrying out of the 
long-range construction program, and 
other programs, designed to provide 
medical care and treatment for veterans. 

Under existing law, whenever the Vet
erans' Administration desires to build 
a new hospital, it submits appropriate 
plans and specifications to the Bureau of 
the Budget and after approval by the 
Bureau of the Budget, the proposal is 
then submitted to the President. If and 
when the President gives his concur
rence, funds are requested in the next 
budget for the specific project and if 
voted as a part of the Independent Of
flees Appropriation Act, then the hos
pital is built in accordance with the 
plans previously agreed upon by the 
Veterans' Administration and the Bu
reau of the Budget. 

The bill seeks to provide a new con
trol over the renovation, modernization, 
and construction activities of the Vet
erans Administration similar to that pro
vided in the Public Buildings Act of 1959. 
Thus, this bill as reported to the House 
would prohibit any new hospital con
struction or acquisition of medical fa
cilities involving an expenditure in 
excess of $100,000 unless the Administra-

. tor of Veterans' Affairs has submitted to 
the Committee on Vete.rans' Affairs a 
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prospectus of this project and the proj
ect is thereafter approved by a resolu
tion of the Committee. Said prospectus 
will include a description of the facili
ties to be constructed or acquired, the 
location thereof, and an estimate of the 
maximum cost. The same requirement 
would be added with respect to the alter
ation of existing medical facilities where 
the cost would exceed $200,000. This 
latter requirement would apply only with 
respect to projects which require ap
propriations to be made after the en
actment of this legislation. 

The bill recognizes that there may be 
cost increases over those set out in the 
original prospectus submitted by the 
Administrator, and, therefore, author
izes an increase in the maximum author
ized cost of any project after approval 
by the committee, up to 10 percent of the 
estimated maximum. If the increased 
costs will exceed this 10-percent limita
tion, the Administrator must submit 
another prospectus with respect to the 
project and obtain approval by the com
mittee before funds may thereafter be 
appropriated for the project. 

It is also provided that if appropria
tions are not made for any approved 
project within 1 year after the date of 
approval, the committee may rescind its 
approval of the project at any time be
fore appropriations are made for the 
project, and thereafter no funds may be . 
appropriated for the project. 

Basically, this proposal is an author
ization bill with which this House is 
thoroughly familiar. 

No additional cost will result from the 
enactment of this legislation and per
haps some savings may be anticipated. 

The bill was reported unanimously by 
the committee. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I want to express 
my appreciation to the gentleman and to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs and 
the Administrator, Mr. Gleason, on the 
progress we are making on the veterans' 
hospital in Gainesville, Fli:l.. Will the 
gentleman tell me if this bill will have 
any adverse effect on the appropriations 
already made for this hospital? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There are a 
number of hospitals around the country 
in the same position as that at Gaines
ville, Fla.; $802,000 is included in the 
appropriations for the 1963 fiscal year, 
and $8,793,000 is in the budget for the 
fiscal year 1964 for this hospital. It is 
not the intent of the committee or of 
this bill to affect any hospital in a ret
roactive way. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

·Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman 
state for the edification of the members 
of the committee what necessitates this 
legislative action? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would say 
that across the country we have a num
ber of hospitals that have been built in 
places that were not to the best advan
tage of the veterans population. This 

bill is designed to make both the execu
tive and legislative branches of the Gov
ernment take a more careful look at the 
building and location of the hospitals. 
You might say it will more nearly make 
our Government a government of laws 
instead of men. 

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman say
ing that the Veterans' Administration 
has been selecting the sites and carrying 
on the building expansion, the renova
tion, and so forth, without the knowledge 
of the Committees on Veterans' Affairs 
of this House and the other body? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Within the 
past year the Veterans' Administration 
made a survey in the State of Texas. 
The Veterans' Administration then rec
ommended to the Bureau of the Budget 
that a new hospital be built in Texas. 
The Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
were not permitted to see that survey. 
We did not know one thing about it until 
it was announced in the newspapers. 

Mr. GROSS. So what you are saying 
is that this is · necessitated by the fact 
that the committee has not been in
formed, that is, the legislative committee 
has not been informed as to what the 
Veterans' Administration is doing? Is 
that correct? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is cor
rect. For a number of years we have 
felt that we were not kept adequately 
informed as far as new hospital con
struction, location, and modernization is 
concerned. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman. · 

Mr. FISHER. First, I want to com
mend the gentleman and his committee 
for bringing this legislation to the 
House. I think there are very good and 
sound reasons for it. I asked the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs if there are precedents · 
for this type of precedure, that is, to 
require governmental agencies to get 
clearance with congressional committees 
before making expenditures of various 
types. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There are 
any number of precedents. The bill is 
based primarily on the Public Buildings 
Act of 1959. There are any number of 
precedents, which involve the Defense 
Department, Civil and Defense Mobiliza
tion, Atomic Energy Commission, De
partment of the Air Force, NASA, Bu
reau of Indian Affairs, Department of 
the Interior, National Parks Service, and 
Department of Agriculture. Among the 
committees involved are Armed Serv
ices, Interior, Agriculture, Public Works, 
and Science and Astronautics. There 
are any number of precedents for this 
type of legislation. 

Mr. FISHER. In other words, there 
is a general policy which runs all 
through this with reference to various 
agencies of the Government at this time, 
that plans for outlays of money for vari
ous types of expenditures be cleared 
through the congressional committees 
and through the Congress before the 
agencies are permitted to proceed. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. FISHER. I do know in the case 
of the Committee on Armed Services, of 
which I am a member, every construc
tion and every outlay of money is first 
cleared through the committee even 
though it has been previously authorized 
by the Congress. That gives the Con
gress a chance to maintain control and 
supervision over the general outlays and 
programs that are engaged in through 
expenditures of money appropriated by 
the Congress. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to com
mend the committee for reporting this 
bill to the Congress. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I ·am glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I no
tice on page 4 of the committee report 
in the letter by the Deputy Administra
tor of the Veterans' Administration some 
language that disturbs me a little, and I 
would like to get the opinion of the chair
man of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs with reference to this languag-e. 
The Deputy Administrator of the Veter
ans' Administration writes: 

I am fearful that enactment of the pro
posed measure would completely disrupt the 
orderly system of administrative planning 
which, we believe, has proven effective over 
a period of many years. One of the most 
difficult problems in any construction pro
gram is that of meeting schedules and com
mitments. The period of deferment of ac
tion required by the bill could interrupt 
timely implementation of systematic plan
ning by a period of several months. 

As an even more serious consequence, the 
veto authority invested in the committee 
would create uncertainty and could nullify 
decisions reached after months of intensive 
study, review, and final consideration at the 
highest level of the executive branch. Ex
ercise of this authority would appear, also, 
to impinge upon determinations of the whole 
Congress based upon fund authorizations 
recommended by the Appropriations Com
mittees. 

The first question I would like to ask 
the able gentleman from Texas is: Does 
the gentleman believe that this provides 
a veto authority to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs in the sense that this 
letter indicates? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It gives the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs an au
thorizing authority. 

Mr. HECHLER. If the distinguished 
gentleman will yield further, I wonder 
if the gentleman would care to comment 
on some of the other observations which 
are contained in the letter? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I shall be glad 
to comment. If there is anything that 
goes on in a slow, methodical manner, 
it is the construction of veterans hospi
tals. I say it will have much less effect 
here than with the construction pro
grams of the NASA, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Department of De
fense. I do not expect this bill, when en
acted, to result in any unreasonable 
delay. 

Mr. HECHLER. If the gentleman will 
yield for one further question, I want to 
ask this: Has the President taken a posi
tion, or the Bureau of the Budget taken 
a position on this legislation? 
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Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Well, I under

stand they are against it, judging from 
the contents of the letter from which the 
gentleman from West Virginia has just 
read. I suppose that represents the posi
tion of the Bureau of the Budget and, 
therefore, the President. The letter 
speaks for itself. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman 
from West Virginia has referred to this 
paragraph of the letter that refers to 
the "orderly system of administrative 
planning." I wondered if the Oteen, 
N.C., veterans' hospital is a good ex
ample of this "orderly system of admin
istrative planning" that is referred to? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Well, the 
gentleman from North Carolina himself 
can answer that question better than I. 

Mr. WHITENER. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I am sure the mem
bers of the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
know that with each change of season 
there is a change of plans, and all of 
them seem to cut away on the veteran 
more than the one which they had 
before. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs under the Leg
islative Reorganization Act is charged 
with legislative oversight. The truth of 
the matter is that we have not been 
doing the job we should have. This is 
not something which we have started 
in the last few months, but it is some
thing which our committee has been con
sidering for a number of years. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I would like to say to 
the chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE], 
and the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. HECHLER], that the finest example 
I can give to them of the need for this 
legislation has occurred as a result of 
the action of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee in concert with the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Appropriations Com
mittee. Several years ago, a long-range 
plan for the construction needs of the 
Veterans' Administration hospital sys
tem was developed. It called for $900 
million over a 12-year period for the con
struction and rehabilitation and better
ment of Veterans' Administration hos
pitals. 

Although this plan had been approved 
by every agency and department of 
Government involved, the Veterans' Ad
ministration recently initiated changes 
in their long-range plans without any 
advance consultation with the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee. Certainly this is not 
in the interest of good planning. While 
the Veterans' Administration in its re
port indicated that enactment of the 
proposed measure would disrupt the 
orderly system of administrative plan
ning, I believe the proposed legislation 
will have. the opposite effect and will in
sure the orderly system of administra
tive planning. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman, the chairman of the 
full committee, yield to me at this point? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman ·from Oklahoma [Mr. ED
MONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the 
chailman, and I want to be certain of 
my understanding of a statement which 
the gentleman made a moment ago to 
the effect that this bill was not intended 
to have any retroactive effect, and that 
it was not intended to affect in any way 
either hospitals already constructed and 
in operation or improvement programs 
now underway and under construction 
of the hospitals already in existence. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
4347. This legislation is long overdue. 
It will require the Veterans' Administra
tion to submit plans for major hospital 
construction to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs for approval. 

At the present time, when the Veter
ans' Administration wishes to build a 
hospital, plans and specifications are 
first approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget and then by the President. 
Funds are then requested in the next 
budget request submitted to Congress. 
The role of Congress in this process is 
limited to voting the construction funds 
contained in the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act. 

The legislation being considered makes 
it mandatory that an arm of this legis
lative body, the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs, be notified in advance and con
sulted about changes to be made in plans 
for construction of new hospitals · and 
for modernization and improvements of 
existing hospitals in the Veterans' Ad
ministration system. 

Mr. Chairman, there are 168 hospitals 
and 17 domiciliaries in the Veterans' 
Administration system. Millions of dol
lars are appropriated each year to keep 
this physical plant modern. It seems 
reasonable that the Congress should ex
ercise some measure of control over an 
undertaking of this size. 

The bill under discussion will vest in 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs au
thority similar to that vested in the Com
mittee on Public Works with respect to 
the construction ot public buildings. 

An analysis of this matter, Mr. Chair
man, reveals that the Congress in many 
instances has reserved some measure of 
control over activities of the executive 
branch of the Federal Government. Title 
40 of the United States Code, for exam
ple, prohibits an appropriation for the 
construction of any public buildings in
volving an expenditure in excess of 
$100,000 unless the project has been ap
proved by the Public Works Committees 
of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives. · 

The law requires that concession leases 
or contracts in national parks be re
ported by the Secretary of the Interior 
to the Congress 60 days prior to the 
award. 

The Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House maintain some 
nrreasure of control over real property 
transactions entered into by the omce of 
Civil and Defense -Mobilization, by the 
Department of Defense and the military 
department. 

The Department of Agriculture; De
partment of the Interior, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
and the Atonrric Energy Commission, all 
are subject to congressional control or 
prior approval of many of their trans
actions. 

I am convinced, Mr. Chairnrran, that a 
program of the magnitude of the Vet
erans' Administration hospital system 
deserves and requires continuing co
operation and consultation between 
those agencies of Congress and the ex
ecutive branch responsible for veterans' 
affairs. H.R. 4347 makes such consulta
tion mandatory. I urge its support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes now 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SAYLOR]. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the chairman of the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs and my good 
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. ADAIR], for the handling of this 
piece of legislation. 

However, I want to correct an infer
ence which I am afraid some people may 
have drawn from certain of the debates 
on this bill. An expenditure in excess of 
$200,000 for rehabilitation of any exist
ing hospital will require the approval 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
To this extent, therefore, the bill does 
affect existing and already approved 
hospitals. With this understanding, 
everything else that has been said about 
this bill is correct. At the proper time, 
I will ask unanimous consent to include 
some excerpts from other legislation 
showing the manner in which other 
standing committees of the House ex
ercise varying degrees of control over 
construction and other activities of 
agencies in the executive branch. 

Mr. Chairman, the following citations 
from various laws will illustrate the 
manner and extent to which activities 
of the executive branch are subject to 
the scrutiny and control of Congress and 
its committees. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

SEC. 51. SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIAL.-The 
Commission may determine from · time to 
ttme that other material is special nuclear 
material in addition to that specified in the 
de1inition as special nuclear material. Be
fore making any such determination, the 
Commission must find that such material 
is capable of releasing substantial quantities 
of atomic energy and must find that the de
termination that such material is special 
nuclear material is in the interest of the 
common defense and security, and the 
President must have expressly assented in 
writing to the determin;:l.tion. The Commis
sion's determination, together with the as
sent of the President, ·shall be submitted 
to the Joint Committee and a period of 
thirty days shall elapse while Congress is ln 
session (in computing such thirty days, there 
shall be excluded the days on which either 
House is not in session beca,use of an ad
journment for more than three days) befqre 
the determination of the Commission may 
become effective: Provided, however, That 
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the Joint Committee, after having received 
such determination, may by resolution in 
writing, waive the conditions of or all or any 
portion of such thirty-day period. 

• • • • 
SEc. 58. REVIEW.-Before the Commission 

establishes any fair price or guaranteed fair 
price period in accordance with the provi
sions of section 56, ·or establishes any cri
teria for the waiver of any charge for the 
use of special nuclear material licensed or 
distributed under section 53 the proposed 
fair price, guaranteed fair price period, or 
criteria for the waiver of such charge shall 
be submitted to the Joint Committee, and 
a period of forty-five days shall elapse while 
Congress is in session (in computing such 
forty-five days there shall be excluded the 
days in which either House is not in session 
because of adjournment for more than three 
days) : Provided,- however, That the Joint 
Committee, after having received the pro
posed fair price, guaranteed fair price period, 
or criteria for the waiver of such charge, 
may by resolution waive the conditions of 
or all or any portion of suc;h forty-five day 
period. 

SEC. 61. SOURCE MATERIAL.-The Commis
sion may determine from time to time that 
other material is source material in addition 
to those specified in the definition of source 
material. Before making such determina
tion, the Commission must find that such 
material is essential to the production of 
special nuclear material and must find that 
the determination that such material is 
source material is in the interest of the com
mon defense and security, and the President 
must have expressly assented in writing to 
the determination. The Commission's de
termination, together with the assent of the 
President, shall be submitted to the Joint 
Committee and a period of thirty days shall 
elapse while Congress is in session (in com
puting such thirty days, there shall be ex
cluded the days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days) before the determina
tion of the Commission may become effec
tive: Provided, however, That the Joint 
Committee, after having received such deter
mination, may by resolution in writing waive 
the conditions of or all or any portion of 
such thirty-day period. 

* 
SEC. 123. COOPERATION WITH OTHER NA

TIONS.-No cooperation with any nation or 
regional defense organization pursuant to 
sections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, or 144 shall be 
undertaken until-

a. the Commission or, in the case of those 
agreements for cooperation arranged pur
suant to subsection 144b., the Department 
of Defense has submitted to the President 
the proposed agreement for cooperation, to
gether with its recommendation thereon, 
which proposed agreement shall include ( 1) 
the terms, conditions, duration, nature, and 
scope of the cooperation; (2) a guaranty by 
the cooperating party that security safe
guards and standards as set forth in the 
agreement for cooperation will be main
tained; (3) a guaranty by the cooperating 
party that any material to be transferred 
pursuant to such agreement will not be used 
for atomic weapons, or for research on or 
development of atomic we;3-pons, or for any 
other military purpose; and (4) a guaranty 
by the cooperating party that any material 
or any Restricted Data to be transferred pur
suant to the agreement for cooperation will 
not be transferred to unauthorized persons 
or beyond the jurisdiction of the cooperating 
party, except as specified in the agreement 
for cooperation; 

b. the President has approved and author
ized the execution of the proposed agreement 
for cooperation, and has made a determina-

tion in writing that the performance of the 
proposed agreement will promote and will not 
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com
mon defense and security; and 

c. the proposed agreement for cooperation, 
together with the approval and the deter
mination of the President, has been sub
mitted to the Joint Committee and a periOd 
of thirty days has elapsed while Congress is 
in session (in computing such thirty days, 
there shall be excluded the days on which 
either Hduse is not in session because of an 
adjournment of more than three days) . 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
(Title 10, United States Code, ch. 3, sec. 125) 
§ 125. Functions, powers, and duties: trans

fer, reassignment, consolidation, or 
abolition. 

(a) Subject to section 401 of title 50, the 
Secretary of Defense shall take appropriate 
action (including the transfer, reassign
ment, consolidation, or· abolition of any 
function, power, or duty) to provide more 
effective, efficient, and economical adminis
tration and operation, and to eliminate du
plication, in the Department of Defense. 
However, except as provided by subsections 
(b) and (c), a function, power, or duty 
vested in the Department of Defense, or an 
officer, official, or agency thereof, by law may 
not be substantially transferred, reassigned, 
consolidated, or abolished unless the Secre
tary reports the details of the proposed 
transfer, reassignment, consolidation, or 
abolition to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives. The transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition concerned takes effect 
on the first day after the expiration of the 
first 30 days that Congress is in continuous 
session after the Secretary so reports, unless 
either of those Committees, within that pe
riod, reports a resolution recommending that 
the proposed . transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition be r~jected by .the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
the case may be, because it-

(1) proposes to transfer, reassign, con
solidate, or abolish a major combatant func
tion, power, or duty assigned to the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps by section 
3062(-b), 5012, 5013, or 8062(c) of this title; 
and 

(2) would, in its · judgment, tend to im
pair the defense of the United States. 
If either of those Committees, within that 
period, reports such a resolution and it is 
not adopted by the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, as the case may be, within 
the first 40 days that Congress is in con
tinuous session after that resolution is so 
reported, the transfer, reassignment, con
solidation, or abolition concerned takes ef
fect on the first day after the expiration of 
that forty-day period. For the purposes of 
this subsection, a session may be considered 
as not continuous only if broken by an ad
journment of Congress sine die. However, 
in computing the period that Congress is in 
continuous session, days that the Senate or 
the House of Representatives is not in ses
sion because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain are not 
counted. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), if the 
President determines it to be necessary be
cause of hostilities or an imminent threat 
of hostilities, any function, power, or duty, 
including one assigned to the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, or Marine Corps by section 3062 
·(b), 5012, 5013, or 8062 (c) of this title, may 
be transferred, reassigned, or consolidated. 
The transfer, reassignment, or consolidation 
remains in effect until the President deter
mines that hostilities hav:e terminated or 
that there is no longer an imminent threat 
of hostilities, as the case may be. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (a) , the 
Secretary of Defense may assign or reassign 

the development and operational use of new 
weapons or weapons systelllS to· one or more 
of the military departments or one or more 
of the armed forces. 

(d) In subsection (a) (1), "major com
batant function, power, or duty" does not 
include a supply or service activity common 
to more than one military department. The 
Secretary of Defense shall, whenever he de
termines it will be more effective, economical, 
or efficient, provide for the performance of 
such an activity by one agency or such other 
organizations as he considers appropriate. 
(Added by Public Law 87-651, title n, sec
tion 201, September 7, 1962, 72 Stat. 513.) 

' DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
(Title 7, United States Code, ch. 33 (farm 

tenancy), subch. III (retirement of sub
marginal land) ) 
SEC. 1011. POWERS OF SECRETARY OF AGRI

CULTURE.-

(e) to cooperate with Federal, State: terri
torial, and other public agencies in develop
ing plans for a program of land conservation 
and land utilization, to assist in carry
ing out such plans by means of loans to 
State and local public agencies designated 
by the State legislature or the Governor, to 
conduct surveys and investigations relating 
to conditions and factors affecting, and the 
methods of accomplishing most effectively 
the purposes of this title, and to disseminate 
information concerning these activities. 
Loans to State and local public agencies shall 
be made only if such plans have been sub
mitted to, and not disapproved within forty
five days by, the State agency having super
visory responsibility over such plans, or by 
the Governor if there is no such State agency. 
No appropriation shall be made ::or any single 
loan under this subsection in excess of $250,-
000 unless such loan has been approved by 
resolutions adopted by the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry of the Senate and 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representattves. Loans under this sub
section shall be made under contracts which 
will provide, under such terms and condi
tions as the Secretary deems appropriate, for 
the repayment thereof in not more than 
thirty years, with interest at the average rate, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas
ury, payable by the Treasury on its market
able public obligations outstanding at the 
beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan 
is made, which are neither due nor callable 
for redemption for fifteen years from date of 
issue. Repayment of principal and interest 
on such loans shall begin with five years. 
(Section 32(e) of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, as amended by Public Law 
87-703, section 102(c), September 27, 1962, 
76 Stat. 607-608.) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE 
(Title 50, United States Code) 

The Secretary of the Air Force is author
ized in discharging the authority given in 
the preceding section to make surveys, to 
acquire lands and rights or other interests 
pertaining thereto, including the temporary 
11se thereof, by donation, purchase, exchange 
of Government-owned lands, or otherwise, 
without regard to section 3648, Revised 
Statutes, as amended. Prior to the acquisi
tion under the authority of this section of 
any lands or rights or other interest pertain
ing thereto, the Secretary of the Air Force 
shall come into agreement with the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives with respect to the 
acquisition of such lands, rights, or other 
interests. (Chapter 19 (guided missiles), 
section 502. Acquisition of land. Act of May 
11, 1949, sec. 2, 63 Stat. 66) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; BUREAU OF 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 
(Title 25, United States Code) 

Except for electric utility systems con
structed and operated as a part of an ir
rigation system, the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to contract under such terms 
and conditions as he considers to be in the 
best interest of the Federal Government for 
the sale, operation, maintenance, repairs, or 
relocation of Government-owned utilities 
and utility systems and appurtenances used 
in the administration of the Bureau of In
dian Affairs. The Secretary shall not execute 
a contract pursuant to this Act until he 
has submitted to the Committees on Interior 
and Insular Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a copy of the con
tract and a statement of his reasons for 
proposing the contract, and until such ma
terials have lain before the Committees for 
sixty days (excluding the time during which 
either House is in recess for more than three 
days) unless prior thereto the Secretary is 
notified that neither committee has any ob
jection to the proposed contract. (Chapter 
1, section 15. Utility facilities used in ad
ministration, Bureau of Indian Affairs. Pub
He Law 87-279, September 22, 1961, 75 Stat. 
577.) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE 

(Title 16, United States Code) 
SEC. 17b-1. Reports to ~ongressional Officers. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall on 
and after July 31, 1953, report in detail all 
proposed awards of concession leases and 
contracts involving a gross annual business 
of $100,000 or more, or of more _than five 
years in duration, including renewals there
of, sixty_ days before such awards are made, 
to the President of the Senate and Speaker 
of the House of Representatives for trans
mission to the appropriate committees. 
(July 31, 1953, ch. 298, title I, sec. 1, 67 Stat. 
271; July 14, 1956, ch. 598, 70 Stat. 543.) 

OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
Title 50 appendix, United States Code 

SEC. 2285. Real property . transactions-Re
ports to the Armed Services 
Committees. 

(a) The Director of the Office of Civil and 
Defense Mobilization, or his designee, may 
not enter into any of the following listed 
transactions by or for the use of that agency 
until after the expiration of thirty days from 
the date upon which a report of the facts 
concerning the proposed transaction is sub
mitted to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives: 

( 1) An acquisition of fee title to any real 
property, if the estimated price is more than 
$50,000. 

(2) A lease of any real property to the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 3) A lease of real property owned by the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 4) A transfer of real property owned by 
the United States to another Federal agency 
or another military department, or to a State, 
if the estimated value is more than $50,000. 

( 5) A report of excess real property owned 
by the United States to a disposal agency, if 
the estimated value is more than $50,000. 
If a transaction covered by clause ( 1) or (2) 
is part of a project, the report must include 
a summarization of the general plan for that 
project, including an estimate of the total 
cost of the lands to be acquired or leases to 
be made. 

(b) The Director of the Office of Civll and 
Defense Mobilization shall report quarterly 

·to the Committee on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives on 

transactions described in subsection (a) that 
involve. an estimated value of more than 
$5,000 but not more than $50,000. 

(c) This sec.tion applies only to real prop
erty in the States of the Union, the District 
of Columbia,, and Puerto Rico. It does not 
apply to real · proper-ty for river and harbor 
projects or flood-control projects, or to leases 
of Government-owned real property for agri
cultural or grazing purposes. 

(d) A statement in an instrument of con
veyance, including a _ lease, that the require
ments of this section have been met, or that 
the conveyance is not subject to this section, 
is conclusive. (August 10, 1956, c. 1041, sec. 
43, 70A Stat. 636, amended June 25, 1959, 
Public Law 86-70, sec. 37, 73 Stat. 150; June 
8, 1960, Public Law 86-500, title V, sec. 512, 
74 Stat. 187; July 12, 1960, Public Law 86-
624, sec. 38, 74 Stat. 421.) 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

(Public Law 86-45) 
SEc. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

any other law, no appropriation may be 
made to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration unless previously author
ized by legislation hereafter enacted by the 
Congress. (Public Law 86-45, section 4, 
June 15, 1959, 73 Stat. 75.) 

(Sees. 3 and 4 of H.R. 5466, 88th Congress) 
SEc. 3. Not to exceed 3 per centum of the 

funds appropriated pursuant to subsection 
1(a) hereof may be transferred to the "Con
struction of facilities" appropriation, and, 
when so transferred, together with $30,000,-
000 of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
subsection 1(b) hereof, shall be available for 
expenditure to construct, expand, or modify 
laboratories and other installations at any 
location (including locations specified in 
subsection 1 (b) ) , if ( 1) the Administrator 
determines such action to be necessary be
cause of changes in the national program of 
aeronautical and space activities or new 
scientific or engineering developments, and 
(2) he determines that deferral of such 
action until the enactment of the next au
thorization Act would be inconsistent with 
the interest of the Nation in aeronautical 
and space activities. The funds so made 
available may be expended to acquire, con
struct, convert, rehabilitate, or install perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurte
nances, utilities, and equipment. No por
tion of such sums may be obligated for ex
penditure or expended to construct, expand, 
or modify laboratories and other installa
tions until the Administrator or his designee 
has transmitted to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics of the House of Repre
sentatives and to the Committee on Aero
nautical and Space Sciences of the Senate a 
written report containing a full and com
plete statement concerning ( 1) the nature 
of such construction, expansion, or modi
fication, (2) the cost thereof, including the 
cost of any real estate action pertaining 
thereto, and (3) the reason why such con
struction, expansion, or modification is nec
essary in the national interest. No such 
funds may be used for any construction, ex
pansion, or modification if authorization for 
such construction, expansion, or modifica
tion previously has been denied by the Con
gress. 

SEc. 4. The Administrator is hereby au
thorized to transfer, with the approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget, funds appropri
ated pursuant to this Act, to any other 
agency of the Government whenever the 
Administrator determines such transfer nec
essary for the etncient accomplishment of 
the objectives for which the funds have been 
appropriated. Not more than $20,000,000 of 
the funds authorized by this Act may be 

transferred by the Administrator under this 
section, and no transfer in excess of $250,000 
shall be made under ·this section u_nless the 
Administrator has transmitted to the Com
mittee on Aeronautical and · Space Sciences 
of the Senate and to the Committee on Sci
ence and Astronautics of the .House of Rep
resentatives a written stat~ment concerning 
the amount and purpose of, and the reason 
for, such transfer, and (1) each such com
mittee has transmitted to the Administrator 
written notice to the effect that such com
mittee has no objection to that transfer, or 
(2) thirty .days have passed after the trans
mittal by the Administrator of such state
ment to those committees. (H.R. 5466, 88th 
Congress; the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization Act, 
1964.) 

(Title 50, United States Code) 
The Administrator is authorized, in imple

mentation of the unitary plan, to construct 
and equip transsonic or supersonic wind 
tunnels of a size, design and character ade
quate for the efficient conduct of experi
mental work in support of long-range funda
mental research at educational institutions 
within the continental United States, to be 
selected by the Administrator, or to enter 
into contracts with such institutions to pro
vide for such construction and equipment, 
at a total cost not to exceed $10,000,000: 
Provided, That the Administrator may, in his 
discretion, after consultation with the Com
mittees on Armed Services of both Houses 
of the Congress, vest title to the facilities 
completed pursuant to this section in such 
educational institutions under such terms 
and conditions as may be deemed in the 
best interests of the United States. (Octo
ber 27, 1949, ch. 766, title I, sec. 102, 63 Stat. 
936; July 29, 1958, Public Law 85-568, title 
III, sec. 301(d) (2), (3), 72 Stat. 433.) 

AUTHORIZATION OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 
(Title 40, United States Code, ch. 12, sec. 606: 

Approval of proposed projects by Con
gress) 
(a) Limitation of funds; transmission to 

Congress of prospectus of proposed project. 
In order to insure the equitable distribu

tion of public buildings throughout the 
United States with due regard for the com
parative urgency of need for such buildings, 
except as provided in section 603 of this 
title, no appropriation shall be made to con
struct any public building or to acquire any 
building to be used as a public building in
volving an expenditure in excess of $100,000, 
and no appropriation shall be made to alter 
any public building involving an expenditure 
in excess of $200,000, if such construction, 
alteration, or acquisition has not been ap
proved by resolutions adopted by the Com
mittee on Public Works of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, respectively, and 
such approval has not been rescinded as pro
vided in subsection (c) of this section. For 
the purpose of securing consideration of such 
approval the Administrator shall transmit to 
Congress a prospectus of the proposed proj
ect, including (but not limited to)-

(1) a · brief description of the building to 
be constructed, altered, or acquired under 
this chapter; 

(2) the location of the project, and an es
timate of the maximum cost of the project; 

(3) a comprehensive plan for providing 
space for all Government otncers and em
ployees in the locality of the proposed proj
ect, having due regard for suitable space 
which may continue to be available in exist
ing Government-owned buildings and in 
rented buildings; 

(4) a statement by the Administrator that 
suitable space owned by the Government is 
not available and that suitable rental space 
is not available at a price. ®mmensurate 
with that to be -afforded through the pro
posed action; and 
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(5) a statement of rents and other housing 

costs currently being paid by the Govern
ment for Federal agencies to be housed in 
the building to be constructed, altered, or 
acquired. 

(b) Increase of estimated maximum cost. 
The estimated maximum cost of any proj

ect approved under this section as set forth 
in any prospectus may be increased by an 
amount equal to the percentage increase, if 
any, as determined by the Administrator, in 
construction, or alteration costs, as the case 
may be, from the date of transmittal of such 
prospectus to COngress, but in no event shall 
the increase authorized by this subsection 
exceed 10 per centum of such estimated max
imum costs. 

(c) Rescission of approval for failure to 
make appropriations for project. 

In the case of any project approved for 
construction, alteration, or acquisition · by 
the Committees on Public Works of the Sen
ate and of the House of Representatives, 
respectively, in accordance with subsection 
(a) of this section, for which an appropria
tion has not been made within one year 
after the date of such approval, either the 
Committee on Public Works of the Senate 
or the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, may rescind, by 
resolution, its approval of such project at 
any time thereafter before such an appropri- · 
ation has been made. 

(d) Restriction on approval of new projects. 
The Committee on Public Works of the 

Senate and of the House of Representatives, 
respectively, shall not approve any project 
for construction, alteration, or acquisition 
under subsection (a) of this section whenever 
there are thirty or more projects the es
timated maximum cost of each of which is 
in excess of $100,000 which have been ap
proved for more than one year under sub
section (a) of this section but for which ap
propriations have not been made, until there 
has been a rescission of approval under sub
section (c) of this section or appropriations 
are made which result in their being less 
than thirty such projects. (Public Law 
86-249, par. 7, Sept. 9, 1959, 73 Stat. 480.) 

REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS BY DEPART• 
MENT OF DEFENSE 

Title 10, United States Code, section 2662, 
real property transactions-Reports to the 
Armed Services Committees 
(a) The Secretary of a military depart

ment, or his designee, may not enter into 
any of the following-listed transactions by or 
for the use of that department until after 
the expiration of thirty days from the date 
upon which a report of the facts concerning 
the proposed transaction is submitted to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives: 

(1) An acquisition of fee title to any real 
property, if the estimated price is more than 
$50,000. 

(2) A lease of any real property to the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

(3) A lease of real property owned by the 
United States, if the estimated annual rental 
is more than $50,000. 

( 4) A transfer of real property owned by 
the United States to another Federal agency 
or another military department or to a State, 
if the estimated value is more than $50,000. 

( 5) A report of excess real property owned 
by the United States to a disposal agency, if 
the estimated value is more than $50,000. 
if a transaction covered by clause ( 1) or 
(2} is part of a project, the report must in
clude a summarization of the general plan 
for that project, including an estimate of the 
total cost of the lands to be acquired or 
leases to be made. 

(b) The Secretary of each ·military depart
ment shall report quarterly to the Commit-

tees on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives on transactions 
described in subsection (a) that involve an 
estimated value of more than $5,000 but not 
more than $50,000. 

(c) This section applies only to real prop
erty in the United States and Puerto Rico. 
It does not apply to real property for river 
and harbor projects or flood control projects, 
or to leases of Government-owned real prop
erty for agricultural or grazing purposes. 

(d) A statement in an instrument of con
veyance, including a lease, that the require
ments, of this section have been met, or that 
the conveyance is not subject to this section 
is conclusive. (As amended June 25, 1959, 
Public Law 86-70, sec. 6(c), 73 Stat. 142; 
June 8, 1960, Public Law 86-500, title V, sec. 
511 ( 1), 74 Stat. 186; July 12, 1960, Public 
Law 86-624, sec. 4(c), 74 Stat. 41L) 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. Do I understand, then, 
under this legislation an authorization 
bill could be brought to the floor of the 
House which would authorize an appro
priation in a lump-sum amount, then 
that would be distributed by the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs as to where 
these hospitals shall be built? Will the 
gentleman explain the procedure on 
that? 

Mr. SAYLOR. No. That is just what 
we are trying to get away from. There 
is already the authorization for $75 mil
lion each year. What we are trying to 
do is to make sure that the plans for 
hospitals that are to be rehabilitated and 
the new hospitals that will be built are 
approved :first by the Committee on 
Veterans' At!airs. 

Mr. BOW. Do I understand when the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs deter
mines where a hospital shall be built or 
when there shall be alterations under the 
bill of the amount provided in the bill, 
they will then come to the House for 
authorization? The determination is 
not made by the committee but is 
actually made on the :floor of the House, 
so far as determination of location is 
concerned? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. No, that is 
not correct. The Veterans' Administra
tion will make a determination of loca
tion, construction, modernization, or 
repair. Then the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs will review that decision if 
it involves $100,000 for new construction 
or $200,000 for renovation of existing 
facilities. 

Mr. BOW. In other words, the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs will have 
sole authority on where the hospitals will 
be built and where the alterations will 
be made, and there will not be an op
portunity on the :floor of the House for 
other Members to voice their opinion as 
to where hospitals may go or to vote for 
or against the location? This puts 
authority completely within the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It puts the 
authorizing authority strictly with the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, but the 
whole House will have an opportunity on 
the appropriations to state their objec
tions and views. Today, only the Com
mittee on Appropriations considers these 
matters. 

Mr. BOW. They would have the first 
opportunity to vote on the appropria
tions. But let us assume that on an ap
propriation bill it should be determined 
that hospitals should be built elsewhere, 
there would be no such authority by the 
Appropriations Committee to do that? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There would 
not be, and that is true in other laws 
such as under the Public Building Act 
of 1959. 

Mr. BOW. I do not think there should 
be. I do not think it is a matter for the 
Appropriations Committee. Is there ever 
a time when the House itself makes a 
determination or is the sole authority 
going to be with the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. It will be with 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BURKHALTER]. . 

Mr. BURKHALTER. Will the gentle
man tell me if the representatives of 
the American Legion, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, the Disabled American 
Veterans, their legislative committees or 
legislative commissions have taken any 
action one way or the other on this pro
posed legislation? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. No. This is 
something that was simply within the 
jurisdiction of the House Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. We did not ask them 
to testify. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this bill for several rea
sons, :first and foremost, because of the 
method and manner in which this bill 
was entertained. As far as I can ascer
tain, the Veterans' Administration has 
not had an opportunity to present its 
case to the committee. If you will notice 
your copy of the bill, you will see that 
the committee struck out the original 
version of the bill which would have al
tered quite a bit the procedure which if 
the House approves the present version 
of the bill, will be sanctioned by the 
House. The net effect of this bill, if 
passed and approved, will be basically 
unconstitutional, in my opinion. 

For one thing, it will give unprece
dented veto power to one single commit
tee in the Congress, the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. This committee will 
have the veto power over the adminis
trative branch of the Government in its 
study, selection, and choice of sites, or 
remodeling and reconstruction. It will 
have the veto power over the appropria
tion subcommittee of the House. It will 
have veto power over the President. It 
will have veto power over every single 
aspect of study and scrutiny in the se
lection and fixing of sites for the con
struction of Veterans' Administration 
hospitals. 

If you will notice, the date of this bill 
is March 28, when it was approved 
and passed out. You will notice in the 
report printed by the committee that 
there is no actual comment on the ver
sion that you are acting on today or be
ing asked to act upon today. The letter 
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by way of criticism which is print.ed in 
the report is a letter from the adminis
trator with reference to the version 
which he thought would be passed out 
by the committee but not the present 
version. If you will read carefully the 
provisions of the act which you are be
ing asked to approve, you will find that 
this committee will have an unlimited 
amount of time in providing the selec
tion of sites or the construction of a 
hospital. If you will notice the original 
version, which \Yas struck out here, there 
was a 90-day limitation. There was a 
90-day period in which it was manda
tory that this Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee should come in and by resolution 
disapprove the site selection of the Vet
erans' Administration, but that limita
tion has been removed and does not now 
exist in the present version which this 
House is being asked to sanction. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that if we were 
to carefully study this bill and the ef
feet and impact of this legislation, that 
in your sober judgment and wisdom you 
will reject this bill. I believe the gene
sis, the history of this bill, is one that 
is born out of anger, so to speak, and 
not because of mature judgment and 
study as to the actual need for the type 
of legislation which is actually written 
in this bill which we are being asked to 
vote upon today. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge that 
you not approve this bill in its present 
form. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. HALEY]. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman who has just spoken says that 
this bill will not stand a court test. I 
want to inform my friend that this legis
lation is based on the Public Buildings 
Act of 1959. It has already stood a court 
test. This authority that this committee 
particularly is asking for is no different 
than that of any other committee. 

You have a similar provision in the De
partment of Defense, in Civil Defense, in 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the De
partment of Agriculture, the Air Force, 
the National Park Service, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
and the Foreign Buildings Service Act. 
So this is not unusual authority to give 
to a committee. It is already well 
grounded and has passed the test of time 
here in the House of Representatives and 
certainly has stood the test of a court 
case. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GROSS]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I support 
this legislation in part, but I am opposed 
to it in part. What members of the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee are attempting 
to do here today is to inflict upon the 
House the same discrimination that is 
being practiced upon them by the Vet
erans' Administration, and they ought 
not to be allowed to do that. All Mem
bers of the House have a vital interest 
in the hundreds of millions of dollars 
that have been and will be spent upon 
veterans hospitals all over the country. 
For t'P.e committee to come here and say, 
in effect, that it will be the sole arbiter 

in the matter of authorization I say is 
wrong. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle

man will prepare an amendment to give 
the whole House the same thing, I will 
be glad to support it. 

Mr. GROSS. I do have such an 
amendment at the Clerk's desk. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the gentle
man will submit it I will support the 
amendment. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. I wonder 

how this works over in the Senate. Does 
the Senate have anything to say about 
it? Shall the House have complete juris
diction? Does their committee have the 
same authority? 

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle
man, the Senate can fight its own battles. 
I am not primarily interested in that. 
I am interested in the House of Repre
sentatives and all of the Members of the 
House of Representatives having some
thing to say about these building pro
grams that are going on. This applies to 
the Public Buildings Act. Except for the 
members of the Committee on Public 
Works of the House of Representatives 
we are being shortchanged insofar as 
having anything to say, or practically 
anything to say, about the construction 
of public buildings. Of course they go 
to the Committee on Appropriations, but 
how many Members of the House are 
members of the Committee on Appropri
ations, and how any Members of the 
House are members of the Committee on 
Public Works? The great majority of 
the Members are being shortchanged, 
and I do not propose to stand idly by 
today and be shortchanged insofar as 
having something to say about the vet
erans' hospital building program. I want 
the House Veterans' Affairs Committee 
to have primary jurisdiction. This busi
ness of delegating authority exclusively 
to the Veterans' Administration is no 
good. If it were possible to amend this 
bill to deal with the Public Buildings Act 
and the House Committee on Public 
Works I would certainly do it, but an 
amendment of that nature would be sub
ject to a point of order because it would 
not be germane to the bill. 

It is high time that Members of the 
House, and not merely members of two 
or three committees, asserted the right 
to know what is going on and have some
thing to say about what is going on with 
the hundreds of millions of dollars spent 
on Federal buildings. 

I will offer an amendment if I can be 
recognized for that purpose that will 
take care of the committee and all of 
the Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HALEY. I will support such an 
amendment as the gentleman proposes, 
but I would also like some time along 
the road somewhere to go back and take 

this same authority away from these 
various other departments and com
mittees. 

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gentle
man and I am perfectly willing to go all 
the way on it. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, is 
it the purpose of the gentleman by his 
proposed amendment to make it neces
sary that this House vote on every re
modeling and repair job of $200,000 or 
every new construction of $100,000 in 
veterans' hospitals? Because that is 
what the amendment would do, as I un
derstand it. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, why not? 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I think it would 

make this House rather busy, if we were 
to have to consider every repair job or 
every new construction, in the huge sys
tem of veterans hospitals. 

Mr. GROSS. We get that in other 
legislation. We get a military construc
tion bill on the House floor dealing in 
hundreds of millions of dollars and in 
detail. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. That may be 
true, but these repairs may not be rou
tine. Let us say that a hospital is 
damaged by a sudden flash flood or by a 
storm of some kind, making repairs 
necessary. Then the House would have 
to go into session and go through all this 
rigmarole of passing enabling legislation 
before the Veterans' Administration 
could act. And recall also, the gentle
men's amendment would likewise imply 
action by the other body. I cannot con
cur in the gentleman's suggestion. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. BALDWIN. A few years ago in 

California one of our major hospitals 
was seriously damaged by -ill earth
quake. It had to be repaired immedi
ately in order to take care of the need. 
Personally I do not think wa should have 
this kind of limitation of having the 
House of Representatives approve a re
pair job of $100,000. Sometimes we may 
require fairly rapid action. The com
mittee can take that action. On past 
experience, the House frequently is not 
able to do so. 

Mr. GROSS. What is insurmount
able about that? You can set up a 
$500,000 or a $1 million contingency 
fund, if you want to, and these cases can 
be scrutinized and supervised by the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee. This could 
happen to any other Government build
ing. 

Mr. BALDWIN. As I recall, in the 
earthquake I mentioned, the repairs in
volved exceeded .$1 million. 

Mr. GROSS. All right; so what? 
Mr. BALDWIN. · It seems to me that 

in that case it should be possible to act 
more rapidly than the House has dem
onstrated its capability of acting in the 
past year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GROSS] has 
expired. 
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Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the legislation; but also in 
support of an amendment which I intend 
to offer at the proper time, if I am given 
the opportunity to do so, based partly 
upon the question asked ·by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. MATTHEWS] and 
on a similar situation which is known 
to exist, relating to a hospital in my dis
trict. That is where you have "Technical 
surveys" money already appropriated, 
and a project already underway. I am 
speaking of the Bay Pines Veterans' Ad
ministration Hospital in my district for 
which $1.722 million has already been ap
propriated. But, because construction 
has not yet started, under the language 
of this bill, this · authorized hospital 
would have to be reauthorized. 

It has been stated here that it is not 
the intention of the committee to in
clude such projects. However, in reading 
the bill, I think it would certainly be sub
ject to such a construction, because, as 
reported out, the bill says: 

No appropriation shall be m ade to con
struct any hospitals, domiciliaries, or out
patient dispensary facilities-

And so forth, without the approval un
der certain conditions of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee. 

Let me say that I very much favor 
the Congress having something to say 
about veterans' hospitals and matters 
under the jurisdiction of the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee; just as I did in con
nection with public works, when we 
had in 1959 the public works bill be
fore the Congress, relating to the con
struction of public buildings. The dis
tinguished gentleman from Alabama, 
Congressman JoNES, and myself and 
members of our committee spent many 
hours in evolving that legislation. This 
follows the same procedure. But in that 
legislation I pointed out there is a defi
nition of "construction." I asked if 
there was such a definition in this bill 
and, of course, obviously there is not. In 
that other legislation, as appears in title 
40, section 612, the term "construction" 
is specifically defined. Of course, this is 
the definition that I would expect of 
"construction" that would be given to 
this legislation, particularly in that the 
public buildings bill has been cited as 
a precedent. 

That definition is : 
The terms "construct" and "alter" include 

preliminary planning, studies, surveys, de
signs, plans, working drawings, specifications, 
procedures, and other similar actions neces
sary for the construction or alteration, as the 
case may be, of a public building. 

I think obviously this would be a deft
nition of ''construction" in this bill. 
Therefore it would be my intention to 
offer an amendment to clarify the situa
tion and make certain that it does not 
apply to instances where architectural, 
engineering, and planning surveys 
money has been appropriated in the past. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have read the gentleman's 
amendment. I do not believe it changes 
the intent of the bill at all and I am 
willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. ADAIR. I concur in the state
ment just made by the Chairman of the 
committee. I am familiar with the pro
posed amendment and find no objection 
to it. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank both the gen
tlemen very much. It has been sug
gested by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania that some reference be made to 
the effective date of the act in the 
amendment. The amendment has been 
amended accordingly. I think this gives 
the Congress more to say about vet
erans' hospitals today than it has had 
in the past, because it has had little or 
nothing to say in the matter of authori
zation or legislatively as it relates to 
veterans' hospitals through the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee. It is about 
time Congress recaptured some of the 
authority which has been here usurped 
by or delegated to previously to the 
executive branch of the Government, 
in this instance the Veterans' Adminis
tration. 

I hope the bill passes. 
Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. ROUDEBUSH]. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
have asked for this time to ask some 
questions of the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
TEAGUE]. 

Is it not true that the overall plan
ning of the location of hospitals would 
still rest with the Veterans' Administra .. 
tion under this legislation, but you would 
have the right to audit and approve 
these plans before they were finalized? 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROUD~BUSH. It is going to give 
Congress through its Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs the right to look into 
these plans of the Veterans' Administra
tion and not be kept in the dark. The 
Veterans' Administration will have to 
come to your committee, so that you 
may find out where these projects are 
to be constructed or renovated? 
. Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. With that ex
planation, I think this legislation can 
serve a worthwhile purpose. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, not 
being a member of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs I am not aware of their 
problem but I rather feel I am sympa
thetic in a way, because in our Commit
tee on Atomic Energy we are in this 
position from the standpoint of author .. 
ization. 

Gradually over the years facilities of 
the atomic energy program have been 

built. The Joint Committee now finds 
itself in the position of scrutinizing 
only 8 percent of the budget. We are 
going to come in here next week with 
an approximately $200 million authoriza
tion bill. This is in relation to the $2.7 
billion budget of the atomic energy 
program. 

In 1946 when the original act was 
passed and again in 1954 when it was 
amended the basic act authorized opera
tion, maintenance, research, and de
velopment as the basic statutory au
thorization for the Atomic Energy 
Committee. Therefore, we in the Joint 
Committee had no chance to look at 
their budget and scrutinize it line item 
by line item except in a narrow area. 
So, gradually over the years we have 
found programs started by the Atomic 
Energy Commission and maybe several 
tens of millions of dollars in some in
stances have been spent on a particular 
project, and then they come to us for a 
$5 or $10 million facility to further this 
particular program. 

We are faced at that time with a pro
gram that has been started and carried 
on for 2 or 3 years, and we are placed in 
the position of either denying a vital 
facility or, if we authorize that vital fa
cility, which may be small moneywise 
in relation to the entire program, then 
we commit o:1rselves not only to the pro
gram in the past but maybe a rapidly 
expanding program in the future. 

So the subcommittee on authorization 
which I chair this year has taken action 
on this, and we intend to come in with 
legislation similar to this, although not 
identical, because we have been thinking 
about this and working on it for several 
years. We will come in with an authori
zation bill which will expand the author
ity of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy both in the House and the other 
body to explore more thoroughly these 
programs at their inception, so that we 
can do something about them. We are 
bringing this year's authorization blll in 
with an approximate 10-percent reduc
tion over what the Atomic Energy Com
mission has asked for. 

As the result of scrutinizing some of 
these programs, and in one instance we 
have refused to go ahead with an appro
priation for a facility on a program. We 
want to look at it more carefully before 
we go ahead. When we bring the au
thorization bill to the floor it will be very 
carefully thought out. It is going to 
broaden the Joint Committee's authority 
for authorization. The House will have 
the opportunity to act upon that authori
zation. We are not taking unto the 
committee itself this power to do this 
without bringing it to the House, and 
we will bring to the House this bill, I 
hope, within the next 10 days or 2 weeks. 
It will, in effect, give our committee and 
the Congress the chance to look at these 
tremendous expenditures of tens and 
hundreds of millions of dollars and the 
House can work its will upon it and not 
have it done by administrative action. 
As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, this 
is partly the purpose or the main purpose 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs to 
obtain scrutiny in these areas which they 
have not been allowed to scrutinize be-· 
fore. The legislation that we hope to 
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bring to the floor within a week or 10 
days will be carefully thought out to 
guard against that particular point that 
the gentleman from Iowa raised. 

Mr. HEcm..ER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from California will yield, 
what really disturbs me about this bill 
is that it imposes a tremendous admin
istrative burden on the Congress at a 
time when all Members and committees 
of Congress are overburdened with de
tailed work. I am concerned with the 
assumption of power by Congress which 
does not in fact belong in this bodY. I 
am also disturbed that perhaps we are 
forcing an advance agreement to be 
made by an executive department with 
a congressional committee which, al
though, constitutional, seems to be giv
ing the power of a detailed veto to a 
single committee of Congress. I won
der if this power really belongs in Con
gress rather than in the orderly adminis
tration of the executive branch. Would 
the gentleman from California indicate 
to me whether he feels that this gets 
Congress involved in too much detailed 
work, and the minute administrative de
tails which might more properly be 
handled elsewhere? I was disturbed by 
the description that the gentleman from 
California gave us in light of the tre
mendous administrative burden which 
the Members of Congress and their com
mittees already have. When you add 
additional burdens of a detailed admin
istrative nature on top of that, it would 
seem to me to be entirely the wrong di
rection for the Congress to go. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not think the 
Congress should go into the detail-and 
I do not know what the gentleman's in
terpretation of that word is-but I think 
the executive department does have the 
right to admlnister the programs which 
the Congress legislates. I do not think, 
however, that tremendous programs 
should be embarked upon without the 
consultation of the committee having 
jurisdiction. I am looking at this in 
terms of broad authorization and not as 
to the detailed administrative part 
which the gentleman seems to be wor
ried about. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5001(a) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "Whenever a report is submitted 
to the Bureau of the Budget on any plans, 
surveys. or studies which have been con
ducted with respect to construction, moderni
zation, renovation, or major repair of any 
fac111ty under this section, the Administrator 
shall submit an identical copy thereof to the 
House Committee on Veterans• A1fairs. Be
fore any cOnstruction modernization, reno
vation, or major repair of any facWty i8 
actually begun under this section, the Ad
ministrator shall submit a report thereon to 
the House Committee on Veterans' A1falrs, 

OIX--705 

and no appropriation may thereafter be 
made or used for such construction, modern
ization, renovation. or major repair if before 
the expiration of the first ninety day period 
of continuous session of the Congress which 
ends after the date of the submission of such 
report there is adopted by the House Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs a resolution stat
ing in substance that the commit~ disap
proves the use of appropriated funds fo.r 
such construction, modernization, renova
tion, or major repair. For the purposes of the 
previous sentence, continuity of session of 
the Congress shall be considered as broken 
only by adjournment sine die." 

With the following committee amend
ment. 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

"Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives ot the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5001 of title 38, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the following: 

"'(g) (1) No appropriation shall be made to 
construct any hospitals, domiciliaries, or out
patient dispensary facilities or to acquire 
any such facilities involving an expenditure 
in excess of $100,000, and no appropriation 
shall be made to alter any such facility in
volving an expenditure in. excess of $200,000, 
if such construction, alteration, or acquisi
tion has not been approved by a resolution 
adopted by the Committee on Veterans• Af
fairs of the House of Representatives, and 
such approval has not been rescinded as pro
vided in paragraph (3) of this subsection. 
For the purpose of securing consideration of 
such approval the Administrator shall trans
mit to Congress such prospectus of the pro
posed project, including (but not limited 
to)-

.. '(A) a brief description of the facilities 
to be constructed, altered, or acquired; and 

"'(B) the location of the project, and an 
estimate of the maximum cost of the project. 

.. '(2) The estimated maximum cost of 
any project approved under this subsection 
as set forth in any prospectus may be in
creased by an amount equal to the percentage 
increase, if any, as determined by the Ad
ministrator, in construction or alteration 
costs, as the case may be, from the date of 
transmittal of such prospectus to Congress, 
but in no event shall the increase author
ized by this paragraph exceed 10 per centum 
of such estimated maximum cost. 

.. '(3) In the case of any project approved 
for construction, alteration, or acquisition, 
by the Committee on Veterans' Aftlairs in ac
cordance with paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion, for which an appropriation has not 
been made within one year after the date of 
such approval, the Committee may rescind, 
by resolution, its approval of such project at 
any time thereafter before such an appropri
ation has been made'." 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (interrupting 
the reading of the amendment) . Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the further reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with and that the bill be 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I ofier 

an amendment. 
'l11e Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER to the 

committee amendment: On page 2, line 19, 
strike out "No" and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"Except in the case of any project of con
struction, alteration or acquisition, or any 
phase thereof, with respect to which any 

appropriation has been made prior to the 
effective date of this act no". 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am delighted to yield 
to my colleague. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, there is no objection to the gentle
man's amendment on this side of the 
aisle. 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am delighted to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. ADAm. Mr. Chairman, I know 
of no objection on this side of the aisle 
to the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. CRAMER. Let me say for the 
benefit of my colleagues that this amend
ment does not have any retroactive ef
fect on hospitals on which appropria
tions have already been made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ofier an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Gaoss to the 

committee amendment: On page 2, strike out 
line 25, and strike out all of page 3, and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: "not been 
specifically authorized by law enacted after 
the date of enactment of this Act." 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would like 
to say to the gentleman that we have 
each Congress between 500 and 600 bills 
in the Veterans• Afrairs Committee that 
we examine, and on which we take action. 
The action of the committee in this par
ticular matter was in the belief that we 
were being helpful to the House of Rep
resentatives and not taking something 
away from it~ 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am per
sonally concerned, I will accept the gen
tleman's amendment, though I would 
point out there is ample precedent for 
the bill as it was reported. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to say to my colleague, the gentle
man from Iowa £Mr. GROSS], that as 
much as I respect him and appreciate his 
view. I think this is the wrong time to 
have this amendment adopted. I think 
it goes entirely too far and will be a 
burden which the House should not be 
asked to assume at this time. There
fore, Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. The amendment simply 
provides than any Veterans' Administra
tion construction will have to come to 
the House of Representatives. 'l11is is 
the procedure for other committees of 
the House, the notable exception being 
the Public Works Committee, and as I 
have previously stated the House ought 



11204 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE June 19 

to insist upon the right to scrutinize all 
public works projects. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida; 

Mr. CRAMER. The gentleman strikes 
all on page 3. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. I wonder if it is the 

intention of the gentleman, however, 
that the procedures set out on page 3 
for submitting a project through the 
prospectus method to the committee for 
action by the committee and subse
quently by the Congress be abandoned? 

Mr. GROSS. There is no necessity for 
the language on page 3. It is super
fiuous, if my amendment is adopted, be
cause all VA projects would have to come 
to the committee and through the legis
lative process to the full House. 

Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. That is the very point 

I wish the gentleman to state, as a mat
ter of record. 

Mr. GROSS. Surely. 
Mr. CRAMER. I wish for the gentle

man to state that as a matter of legis
lative history-that it is not the inten
tion of the gentlerean to strike out the 
requirements for the submission by the 
Veterans Administration of a prospectus 
to the committee. 

Mr. GROSS. Not at all. 
Mr. CRAMER. But, this is an addi

tional responsibility, and that the Con
gress itself must act after the committee 
acts? 

Mr. GROSS. There is only one place 
where the Veterans' Administration can 
go, and that is where they ought to go, to 
the Committee on Veterans' A1fairs, and 
that committe should then come to the 
fioor of the House. 

Mr. Chairinan, on the subject of sud
den disaster or calamity, I do not know 
the law, but I am sure the President's 
disaster fund would take care of a hos
pital that was damaged by fire or earth
quake or some similar catastrophe. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 
Mr. CRAMER. The reason I ask the 

question was that the Public Buildings 
Act specifically sets out the procedure 
that shall be followed by the Adminis
tration in submittinr the prospectus and 
proposed buildings to the Congress. I 
wanted to make sure that the record 
showed that even though the bill does 
not so state now, it is not the intention 
of the gentleman that the prospectus 
in the future should not be submitted 
to the committee, as would otherwise be 
required under the bill? 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I say again 
there is only one place the Veterans' Ad
ministration should go, and that is to the 
committee on Veterans' Affairs of the 
House of Representatives and its coun
terpart in the other body. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield to me? 

'Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMOND.SON. I would like to 
make certain that I fully Wlderstand the 
gentleman's amendment, because under 
the explanation just given by the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. CRAMER] the gen
tleman is proposing a requirement with 
regard to the building of any hospital or 
the modernization or improvement of 
any hospital that costs over $100,000 
that goes beyond the present require
ments on public buildings under the 
Public Buildings Act. 

It would actually require statutory 
enactment and passage by both the 
House and Senate, and the full body of 
both the House and Senate, before you 
could have even a $150,000 repair proj
ect on one of these hospitals; is that 
correct? 

Mr. GROSS. I just got through say
ing I am sure if an emergency arose, 
anything in the nature of an emergency, 
the President's Disaster Fund would take 
care of it. You can also establish in 
appropriations for the future a contin
gency fund for that purpose. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Nevertheless, the 
gentleman is in agreement that he is 
taking a step beyond what we require in 
the case of the construction of post o:m.ces 
or other public buildings under present 
procedure, making it more di:tncult to 
make improvements, repairs, and mod
ernization, as well as construction on 
our veterans hospitals. 

Mr. GROSS. The first thing to be con
sidered is that all the Members of Con
gress ought to have something to say 
about the hundreds of millions of dol
lars that are being spent. The commit
tees dealing with veterans legislation 
ought to know first what is being pro
posed and why, and have something to 
say about it. Then the Veterans' Affairs 
Committee ought to come to all the 
Members of the House. My amendment 
provides that they specifically do just 
that. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am not in agree
ment with the gentleman on that. We 
have that review of the administrative 
funds and the appropriation funds. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment o1fered 
by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time for the 
purpose of hoping to help accomplish 
perhaps what the gentleman desires to 
accomplish but without taking away 
from the bill the beneficial aspects of it. 
I am concerned that the proposal offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa will strike 
out page 3 which contains certain provi
sions that in my opinion are essential for 
proper management and administration 
of the program, including the submission 
of prospectuses to the committee by the 
Veterans' Administration, a permission 
as contained in paragraph 2 for a tO
percent discretionary or latitude in the 
Veterans' Administration over and above 
what is authorized in a monetary figure 
by authorizing legislation. Then the 
third paragraph that deals with the case 
of any project approved for construc
tion, alteration, and so forth by the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. In ac
cordance with paragraph 1 of this sub
section, for which an appropriation has 
not been made within 1 year after the 

date of such approval, and so forth, it is 
an approval which gives some policing 
authority and will not leave projects 
laying on the shelf indefinitely without 
action. It is the same problem we had in 
connection with the 1959 act on public 
buildings. The important proposal will 
be that on line 1, page 3, after the word 
"Representatives" add the words "and 
the Congress," and on line 21, page 3, 
after the word "Veterans' A1fairs" add 
"and the Congress." That will be so that 
the Congress will still be in the picture . 
but the procedural aspects of this legis
lation that are sound will still be in the 
legislation and the Congress will have to 
act upon what the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee does but after the procedure set 
out for VA is followed, including the fil
ing of prospectuses, the 10-percent dis
cretionary authority, then the 1-year de
letion of approval by the committee. So 
there can be some proper policing or 
proper review of these di1ferent author
izations, and they do not sit on the shelf 
without appropriation. I think that is 
one of the most salutary effects of the 
Public Buildings Act. That is, to have 
these projects acted upon within a rea
sonable period of time. If not, the com
mittee can reconsider them in the light 
of other projects that have been author
ized and in the light of available funds, 
and they do not sit on the shelf forever, 
which has happened in the case of a 
number of public works projects. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HOLFIELD. Will the gentleman 
explain what he means by the 10-percent 
contingency and where he introduced it? 

Mr. CRAMER. It is in the present 
legislation, in paragraph 2, page 3, line 
4, which provides there is a 10-percent 
discretionary amount that can be spent 
in excess of the actual dollar value of 
the project authorized. There has to 
be some discretion, and the 10-percent 
discretion is the same as contained in the 
Public Buildings Act. 

My substitute, which I have at the 
desk and will offer at the proper time, 
will still do as the gentleman from Iowa 
wishes. I am in favor of that. That 
was my position on the Public Buildings 
Act, but we could not get an agreement 
on it. The minority was in favor of 
action by the Congress in addition to 
the committee. 

So, I am very much in favor of it, 
but I think the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from · Iowa goes farther 
than even he intends. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield I am perfectly will
ing to ask unanimous consent to with
draw my amendment to the bill if the 
gentleman can assure me that he has 
an amendment which will bring these 
authorizations to the House floor. My 
only object in offering the amendment 
is that the Members of the House, and 
all of them, have something to say about 
this program. 

Mr. CRAMER. I am wholeheartedly 
1n agreement with the gentleman, and 
I have stated what the amendment is; 
that on page 3, line 1, after "Represent-
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atives" we add . "and the Congress," and 
where the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs is referred to ln the second place, 
page 3, llne 21, add "and the Congress." 
That retains tbe procedure but does not 
destroy the legislation. 

Mr. GROSS. Without taking the gen
tleman off his feet, I should like to ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. I do not want to take the 
gentleman off hls feet, and I realize that 
ln asking unanimous consent, because 
he arose to speak on my amendment, 
that lt would be taking h1m off· h1s feet. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, does this 
unanimous consent request have the ef
fect of substituting the amendment . of 
the gentleman from Florida for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

The CHAffiMAN. No. The gentle
man from Florida can then offer his 
amendment. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER to the 

committee amendments: 
Pa.ge 3, line 1, after "Representatives" in

sert "and the Congress." 
Line 21, after "Affairs" add "and the Con-

gress". · 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman,· as I 
have explained, the purpose of this 
amendment is to require approval of the 
Congress of any action taken by the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee and not de
stroy the proper procedure set out in the 
legislation. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. May I say to the 
gentleman that I concu:.- in his objec
tive in what seems to be the sentiment 
here today, that the Congress should 
have the authority to pass on and auth
orize these various projects of the Vet
erans' Administration. But, I want to be 
sure that we are not confused or mixed 
up as to the expansion of this review 
by the Congress. When you say "the 
Congress" I assume that means and in
cludes the other body. So, in one part 
of the bill it would refer to the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives, which is part and parcel of 
this body, but no reference is made to 
the other body, the committee, or the 
Congress as a whole. So, I assume when 
you amend this to include "the Con
gress," it means with the approval of 
both bodies. 

Mr. CRAMER. That is correct, and 
that was the intent and purpose of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa, that both the Senate and the 
House have to . act. Frankly, I cannot 
see how the House of Representatives 
can enact a bill without the Senate act
ing, and that is the reason I had a few 

reservations about the .Proposal; namely, 
how the House can act on public build
ing~, Veterans' Administration or other
wise, without concurrence of the other 
body. I think that is a question which 
this helps to solve. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas. . 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Of course, the 
gentleman knows there is no committee 
on veterans' affairs in the other body. 

Mr. CRAMER. I wholeheartedly agree 
that there is no veterans' affairs commit
tee in the other body, but at the same 
time I think there is a very serious con
stitutional and otherwise question as to 
whether the House could act in author
izing legislation without concurrence of 
the Senate, regardless whether there 
exists one committee in one body and 
not in the other. . 

I think this helps to cure that serious 
legal question which might otherwise 
be involved, and I ask for the adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me perhaps 
we are endeavoring today too much from 
the standpoint of writing or rewriting 
this bill on the House floor. I do not 
believe there will be muc1;1 opposition by 
the members of this group to bringing 
back to the House floor for authoriza
tion, the construction of a new Veterans' 
Administration hospital. In . fact, i 
would be . in favor of. that 'provision. 
However, this amendment would go 
beyond that and would require any re-: 
pair to any existing Veterans' Adminis
tration ·· hospital, ·if such repair costs 
more than· $200,000, to come back to this 
House floor for approval. This is en
tirely different. 

As I mentioned, we have had earth
quakes in California which caused se
rious damage to hospitals and involved 
repairs in amounts of hundreds of thou
sands of dollars and running up to as 
high as $1 million. It is perfectly pos
sible that you could have a :fire in a 
Veterans' Administration hospital and 
you would be required to move out sev
eral hundred patients, and it might be 
most urgent that you do those repairs 
almost immediately in order to move 
those patients back in. The approval of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee is some
thing practical because that can be done 
in a matter of 24 to 48 hours. However, 
the approval of the House of Representa
tives is something very different. From 
past experience we know that just does 
not work this fast. It seems to me this 
amendment goes entirely too far under 
the circumstances. 

The conimittee looked over this bill 
and came out ·with a usable compromise 
and said that the Veterans' Adrilinistra
tion shall not act independently but shall 
come back to their committee and ask 
for approval of their specific proposals .. 
It seems to me it is 'a reasop.able com
promise. The House Public Works Com
mittee, on which I serve, I might say has 
the authority itself to approve public 
buildings and, because of the volume of 
small flood control projects·, for example, 

the House of Representatives and the 
Senate collectively last year passed a bill 
authorizing the Corps of Engineers it
self to make a decision on flood control 
projects up to $1 million. If you dele
gate the authority for a public building 
or for a flood control project but retain 
the authority for something as urgent as 
repairs to a hospital that might be dam
aged by earthquake or fire, where ur
gency is far greater than in the case of 
building a new public building, then it 
seems to me we are not· being realistic 
about the situation. For that reason, 
Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amendment. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in pretty 
complete agreement with the statement 
of the gentleman from California just 
concluded. I had the honor of serving 
for a while on the Veterans' Affairs Com-· 
mittee of the House and I have the high
est regard for the able chairman of that 
committee and for the membership of 
that committee. 

Personally I find no difficulty in going 
along with the bill as it was reported out 
of the committee, but I thoroughly :agree 
with the gentleman from California that 
when we insert in this bill, as reported 
by the committee, the further require
ment that for any kinq of a construction 
project, and any kind of an improvement 
or alteration project that involves over 
$1.00,000 that you have t;o. bring it to 
the floor of this House and bring it to 
the floor of the Senate and get the con
currence of both of those bod1es, then 
you are making a very burdensome thing 
out of the administration of the plant 
of the Veterans' Administration. That 
is a tremendous plant and it is nation
wide in scope. It is something that up 
to this time, I think, has been as free 
from politics as anything we have in 
our Government. When you start 
bringing in to active floor consideration 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate comparatively minor repair proj
ects and alteration projects in these 
hospitals you do a disservice to the vet
erans' program. 

I earnestly hope that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman ·from Florida 
will be defeated. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked for this time in 
order that I might ask questions of the 
gentleman from Florida concerning the 
purpose and intent of his amendment. I 
am not quite clear and I suspect that 
many other Members of this House are 
not quite clear on it . . I would like to ask 
this of the gentleman from Florida: 
First, under your amendment would it 
be necessary whenever an addition, or 
renovation, or repair of an existing Vet-:. 
erans' Administration hospital is ac
complished that prior authority must be 
granted by. both Houses of Congress? 

Mr. CRAMER. If in fact for con
struction purposes the cost is in excess 
of $100,000 the answer is "Yes." If it 
relates to alterations and ·the cost is in 
excess of $200,000, the answer is "Yes." I 
will say to the gentleman those are the 
same figures and the same authorizing 
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limitations as set out in the Public Build
ings Act of 1959 requiring committee 
approval, but not House and· Senate 
approval. 

Mr . . EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. As a ·matter· of 

fact, I will say to the gentleman that this 
is going to require House and Senate 
approval twice, both in the authorizing 
procedure and also in the appropriations 
procedure. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I will say to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma that was my 
impression. I want to make my feelings 
perfectly clear for the edification of the 
body. Certainly I do not want to take 
any authority away from this :floor of 
Congress and I do not think any other 
Member does. But I do feel that this 
amendment could cause possible con
fusion and delay on repair and reno
vation of our Veterans' Administration 
facilities. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

M·r. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Unless you adopt the 

Cramer amendment, that is exactly 
what you are going to do, short-circuit 
again Members of the House of Repre
sentatives who are neither on the Ap
propriations Committee nor on the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee of the 
House. That is exactly what you do 
without it. 
- Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I do not see the 
gentleman's point. First, you are going 
to require two actions by the House and 
the Senate, appropriating and authoriz
ing for a particular repair job. Why does 
the gentleman say we would not be de
laying a project? I do not understand 
the gentleman. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I yield. 
Mr. COLLIER. I simply want to say 

that it appears to me, on listening to the 
discussion here, that the legislation 
would improve what has been a bad situ
ation and the amendment will only im
prove it to death. 

.~he CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. CRAMER) there 
were-ayes 40, noes 73. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment as amended. 
The committee amendment as 

amended was agreed to. 
The CHAmMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. STAGGERS, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 4347> to limit the authority of the 
Veterans' Administration and the Bu
reau of the Budget with respect to new 
construction or alteration of veterans' 
hospitals pursuant to House Resolution 
403, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, , the 
previous ·question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. . . 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

THE NEED FOR MODERNIZATION OF 
VANCOUVER VETERANS' HOSPI
TAL 
Mrs. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. HANSEN: Mr. Speaker, in sup

porting H.R. 4347 today, it is my distinct 
understanding-and if this is not true, 
I would appreciate being corrected by 
the chairman of the committee-that 
through the passage of this bill, Congress 
will be enabled to better weigh hospital 
expenditures in all areas of the United 
States and take fuller cognizance of the 
actual bed needs of an area. In my own 
district in the State of Washington, we 
have a Veterans' Administration hospi
tal constructed in 1941 for the care of 
war wounded, a cantonment type of hos
pital, known as Barnes Veterans Hospi
tal. 

This hospital serves not only South
west Washington but it serves other 
areas of Washington and Oregon. In 
my offi.ce is a file of correspondence from 
commanders of service groups through
out our State and from the State of Ore
gon, urging not only the continuance of 
the Barnes Hospital for the benefit of 
our veterans, but urging its reconstruc
tion and the necessary expenditure of 
funds to modernize it. 

Veterans who have used this hospital 
and who seek to use it, do so for a multi
plicity of reasons, but particularly be
cause of its fine staff, its reputation for 
good will, individual attention, and the 
one-story type of service, enabling activi
ties denied in high-rise institutions. 

The average cost for the care of a 
patient at Barnes is low, ranking with 
the lowest among all veterans' hospitals, 
yet it consistently ranks among the 
highest in effi.ciency ratings conducted 
by the Administrator .of Veterans' Hos
pitals. Total bed capacity is 501, the 
average daily patient total is 441, and it 
serves about 3,500 veterans each year. 
Here I list costs per day in four hospi
tals in the Northwest: 

Cost per day per 1961 1962 1963 (esti-
patient mated) 

Vancouver Hospital .••••• $25.00 $27.00 $28.00 
Portland Hospital ••.••••• 28.44 29.05 28.61 
Seattle Hospital __________ 31.79 32.72 32.08 
Spokane HospitaL~------ 28.00 29.00 28.00 

Yet, in spite of this support by vet
erans, in spite of its high effi.ciency, its 
low· cost and the number of veterans 
served each year, the Veterans' Adminis
tration has to date spent not 1 cent on 
reconstruction or rehabilitation of this 
hospital. · · 

If this bill will assist in bettering the 
veterans' hospital situation throughout 
the United States, then I cannot but 
wholeheartedly support it. 

If it did not meet these needs and 
did not recognize the necessity of using 
all types · of standards for determining 
reconstruction and rehabilitation ex
penditures, I would not support it. 

WHY HARASS SECRETARY 
McNAMARA? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to· address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, each day 

there is new evidence of the growing 
awareness throughout the country of the 
ill-conceived and deliberate attempts on 
the part of some to harass and embarrass 
our extremely able and deeply dedicated 
Secretary of Defense, Robert S. Mc
Namara. 

The thinly veiled campaign against 
Mr. McNamara is not succeeding. The 
public appreciates his determination to 
bring about meaningful unification of 
our armed services. 

As evidence of the growing concern 
throughout the country, I am including 
here four articles of editorial comment 
which have appeared during the past few 
days in the Nation's press. 

The first is an editorial from the 
Arkansas Gazette of June 5. 

The second is a column by Jim G. 
Lucas, writer for the Scripps-Howard 
newspapers. 

The other two are columns by Rowland 
Evans and Robert Novak, which ap
peared in the Washington Post on June 
7 and June 19, respectively. 
[From the Arkansas Gazette, June 5, 1963] 

CAMPAIGN To GET McNAMARA UNDERWAY 

Representative JIM WRIGHT, the Texas 
Democrat, has put the suspicion into the 
very bluntest of words: In a current news
letter to his constituents, Congressman 
WRIGHT wrote that a certain group in the 
m111tary-long accustomed to have its own 
way-is out to get Defense Secretary Robert 
S. McNamara. 

Under our system, the Secretary of De
fense must and should be accountable to 
some kind of second guessing on his weapons 
procurement decisions, as on other decisions 
that materially affect the overall defense 
posture of the country. This is a function 
which the several committees of jurisdiction 
in the Congress can be entrusted to perform. 

In reality, the trouble is not in the in
vestigations themselves so much as the par
tisan political use made of their findings at 
a time when the returns are by no means 
all in. 

An example was last week's broadside at
ta~k by Representative H. R. Gaoss, of Iowa, 
one of the loudest congressional champions 
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of economy in Government. The irony here 
is that of all the men in the Government at 
Washington today, Robert McNamara is doing 
the most acting (as distinc~ from talking) 
to effect the kind of economies that possibly 
alone can assure us a viable future as a 
nation. The economies the Secretary of De
fense is called upon to effect are inherent in 
the job, for the money saved thereby must 
go toward providing the ever more ex
pensive weapons of the future. The job 
thus involves selection of a most sensitive 
kind, and it is next to impossible to avoid 
stepping on somebody's toes in the process. 
We have disagreed with some of Mr. Mc
Namara's weapons decisions in the past, at 
the risk of being proved wrong by events, and 
likely wlll disagree again in the future. But 
we have never disagreed with the starting 
proposition that these final decisions are 
properly his--and his alone. 

There are no indispensable men in our 
governmental scheme of things, but there 
are some indispensable jobs. And while it is 
possible that Mr. McNamara's unique blend 
of dedication and professional skills could be 
matched somewhere out there in the wilder
ness, it is by no means certain that "an
other McNamara" (if, in fact such a creature 
exists) would willingly have his neck meas
ured in advance for the same guillotine. 

THE OrHER McNAMARA 
(By Jim G. Lucas) 

When the French and German Defense 
Ministers were here early this year, Defense 
Secretary Robert S. McNamara asked them 
around to his home for breakfast. 

Since the McNamaras have no regular cook, 
Mrs. McNamara fried bacon and eggs, brewed 
coffee, and toasted buns. Her husband 
waited table. 

This is the "other" McNamara, often ob
scured by the controversies surrounding the 
man and his policies. Even his critics say 
Mr. McNamara is able, that he runs the 
Pentagon. But they say he lacks heart, is 
arrogant, not interested in people. 

This hurts and alarms his friends. They 
know him, instead, as a decent fellow, a 
gracious host, a considerate boss. They are 
puzzled how such a legend could grow up 
around a genuinely warm h-uman being. 

But they also admit--a bit sadly-it prob
ably is his own fault. 

"Bob has none of the instincts of a com
mander or a politician," says one White 
House adviser. "He could use both. But 
you just cannot get him to do something he 
considers the slightest bit phony. That 
doesn't come naturally for him." 

There is a strong human side to the man. 
It is revealed, in part, by these stories, 
gleaned from talks over a period of weeks 
with his friends. 

Story No. 1: A G8-9 ($7,500 a year) worked 
late into the night, several nights in a row, 
on a classified report. He was so far down 
the totem pole he didn't know Mr. McNamara 
was aware of his existence. Late one eve
ning, Mr. McNamara called the man's wife at 
home, thanked her "for being so patient with 
us," remarked that her husband's work 
"means a lot to this country of ours," and 
wound up saying, "I know you're proud of 
such a man." 

Story No.2: Mr. McNamara stopped briefly 
in a corridor to chat with a senior Air Force 
officer and noted he looked tired. That eve
ning, the officer got a call from Mr. McNa
mara at home. The Secretary "ordered" him 
to take off a week or so and rest up. 

Story No. 3: An Assistant Secretary turned 
down an invitation for a Caribbean cruise. 
Mr. McNamara suggested he reconsider. The 
assistant said he was far too busy. "All 
right," Mr. McNamara said, "I'll take no 
vacation, either, this year. Damned if I'll 
admit you're more valuable around here than 
I am." The man went, came back refreshed. 

None of these stories is particularly news
worthy. They lose a lot in the telling. Their 
punchlines could be sharpened. But they 
are not the kind of stories other people tell 
about IBM machines. 

Mr. McNamara could be in deep trouble 
with Congress. The TFX inquiry has slowed 
his programs. There have been no major 
reforms in months. But his main source of 
power is intact, 

"Aside from his brother, Robert Kennedy, 
no one is closer to the President than Bob 
McNamara," a White House adviser says. 

Has TFX hurt him? 
"Undoubtedly," this source said. "In some 

quarters. But it has not hurt him with the 
President." 

Meanwhile, the McNamaras' idea of a night 
on the town is to pick up the (Deputy Sec
retary) Roswell Gilpatric, drive to their 
favorite German restaurant and "waste" the 
evening eating German sausages, drinking 
German beer, and singing German songs. 

[From the Washington Post, June 7, 1963] 
THE TFX LOSER 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
Though the interminable TFX investiga

tion is months away from being buttoned 
up, the big loser in this dreary business has 
now emerged: Senator JOHN L. MCCLELLAN 
and his famed Permanent Investigations 
Subcommittee. 

McCLELLAN's investigation of the Defense 
Department's contract award for the fu
turistic TFX fighter-bomber will produce 
no clean winner. Certainly not Defense Sec
retary Robert McNamara. His maladroit 
handling of McCLELLAN has exploded the 
myth of computer infallibility. Congres
sional respect for McNamara never will be 
quite what it was before TFX. 

But McCLELLAN's reputation has suffered 
much more. For the first time in his career 
of shielding the Nation from sin, the im
perious moralizer from Arkansas has failed 

- to drive home his sermon. He and the sub
committee staff have been unable to convict 
McNamara and his bright young men of 
sinister deeds in giving the TFX contract to 
General Dynamics instead of Boeing. 

The TFX award will not be canceled. 
There wm be no competition of prototypes 
between General Dynamics a.nd Boeing, as 
McCLELLAN has suggested. And most defi
nitely, McNamara will not resign from the 
Cabinet in disgrace, which became the real 
aim of McCLELLAN. 

This failure to add McNamara's scalp to 
his long collection leaves McCLELLAN in a 
dilemma new to him. 

If his subcommittee issues a noncom
mittal report on the TFX affair or no report 
at all, it will be an admission of gross error 
that would be difficult for anyone so self
righteous as McCLELLAN. 

But if he insists on a tough anti-McNamara 
report, he might get no better than a 5-to-4 
vote of support from his sharply divided sub
committee. Worse yet, the parent Govern
ment Operations Committee might reject the 
subcommittee's report, which would be an 
insufferable humiliation. 

The decline Of JOHN MCCLELLAN goes deep
er than his failure to destroy a Defense Secre
tary. There are signs that more than a few 
Senators are fed up with the headline-hunt
ing antics of the Investigations Subcommit
tee. 

Created in 1946 to watch over Government 
agencies, the subcommittee soon diverted its 
talents to hunting Communists under the 
leadership of Senator Joe McCarthy. 
Though McCarthy was condemned by the 
Senate in 1954, the Senate put no restrictions 
on the subcommittee. 

From 1957 to 1961, McCLELLAN and the in
vestigating staff (then headed by Robert 
F. Kennedy) conducted a wild-swinging 
special investigation of labor racketeering. 

It has lashed out in all directions the last 
2 years, including investigations of B-girls 
and Jimmy Hoffa--with no discernible pur
pose other than newspaper publicity. 

What is new today is a quiet rise of anti
McCLELLAN sentiment within his own sub
committee. There is growing disgust with 
staff investigators who act like grade B movie 
district attorneys trying to humlliate every
body they investigate. Senators are getting 
sick and tired of lurid subcommittee reports 
reading like paper-back detective novels. 

Despite all this, the Senate is not about 
to rebuke McCLELLAN by requiring more or
derly procedures for his subcommittee. 
McCLELLAN is undergoing a more subtle form 
of punishment. He has lost the confidence 
of his peers. 

(From the Washington Post, June 19, 1963] 
THE V/ STOL NONSENSE 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
There was a little noticed but graphic il

lustration on Capitol Hill last week of the 
kind of investigation Congress simply should 
not be making. 

At issue was the year-old award of a re
search contract for the proposed V/Stol, a 
highly experimental plane that is supposed 
to take off and land vertically like a helicop
ter but fly like a regular airplane. The con
tract went to Bell Aerosystems Co., even 
though Navy brass lined up solidly with 
Douglas Aircraft, a longtime Navy favorite. 

Sound familiar? This is the same ques
tion of Defense Department civilians over
ruling uniformed officers that lies at the 
heart of the uproarious investigation of the 
TFX fighter-bomber contract. 

The TFX investigation has been staggering 
along in Senator JoHN McCLELLAN's Perma
nent Investigations Subcommittee all year, 
but the V/Stol question was cleaned up in 
3 days last week by Senator JoHN STEN
NIS' Preparedness Subcommittee. The ex
planation of this contrast is easy: Mc
CLELLAN is a notorious headline milker, and 
STENNIS isn't. STENNIS always tries to hold 
down the fireworks and complete an investi
gation with all deliberate speed. 

Brief as it was, however, there remains the 
question of whether the Stennis investiga
tion was not 3 days too long. 

Unlike the intricate TFX affair, the V/Stol 
facts are simple enough. The admirals ad
vised that the Douglas proposal was superior 
to Bell's on a technical basis, though both 
were acceptable. In addition, they declared, 
the Douglas plan would be a little, though 
not much, cheaper. 

But Deputy Defense Secretary Roswell Gil
patric overruled the Navy and awarded 'the 
contract to Bell. As Pentagon men testified 
last week, Bell has had much more experi
ence with vertical take-off-and-landing air
craft than Douglas. 

Even more to the point (although they 
were loath to say it out loud last week), top 
Defense Department officials simply have lost 
confidence in the management team at 
Douglas to deliver on risky experimental con
tracts. Although the Navy and Douglas have 
had a happy partnership in producing the 
AD series of attack planes, the company's per
formance in trying to develop the ill-fated 
Skybolt air-to-ground missile was con
sidered subpar by the men who run the 
Pentagon. 

There's room to complain about the V/ Stol 
contract procedure only if one applies the 
most strained and questionable interpreta
tion of procurement regulations. But such 
an interpretation would prevent the civilian 
command from exercising any discretion at 
all. It would compel them to accept as final 
the opinion of Navy engineers . 

Most Senators acc.ept the wisdom of pres
ent law permitting the Secretary of Defense 
to overrule the faceless technicians. Ac
cordingly, all that is really left to investigate 
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Is whether Gilpatric was correct in preferring 
;Bell's management to the Pouglas crew. But 
STENNis never had any intention of investi
gating the relative merits of two private com
panies, and properly so. 

Why then was this obscure contract award 
investigated at all? This is a murky area, 
but there seems to be two reasons. And both 
go back to the TFX investigation. 

First, uniformed naval officers wanted 
V/ Stol investigated. There is a not-so-quiet 
war currently raging between Defense Secre
tary Robert McNamara and the uniform Navy. 
It wouldn't be surprising if rebellious naval 
officers, noting the embarrassment McNamara 
has been subjected to in the TFX affair, 
would try to further discredit tough civilian 
control at the Pentagon. 

Second, there is good reason to believe 
McCLELLAN's investigators ran into the 
V/ Stol affair while digging into the TFX 
award. Though the Stennis staff denies it, 
some well-informed sources in Congress 
actually believe STENNis took over the v / Stol 
investigation to keep it out of McCLELLAN's 
hands. 

At any rate, the Pentagon has good reason 
to be thankful that V/ Stol wound up in the 
STENNIS subcommittee. The investigation 
offered headline-producing possibilities of 
con1Uct-of-1nterest and White House in-
1luence that STENNIS intentionally ignored as 
irrelevant. 

But to concede that the investigation was 
orderly is a long way from declaring it 
necessary or even useful. It was neither. 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 
CENTERS 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, to 

complete my introduction of legislation 
needed to implement the President's 
proposals relative to mental illness and 
mental retardation, I am today intro
ducing for appropriate reference a bill 
designed to provide for Federal sup-

. port . for the construction and initial 
staffing of community mental health 
.centers. 

The bill is nearly identical to H,R. 
3688, on which hearings were held be
fore a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
in March. I am including a summary of 
it at the end of my remarks. 

My motives for introducing this bill 
are twofold. First, as a longtime ad
vocate of effective legislation in the 
mental health field, I wish to leave no 
doubt in anyone's mind as to where I 
stand in relation to the provisions of this 
bill. I am for these provisions, and I 
consider their adoption by this House 
to be of critical importance. 

Second, I wish to emphasize, by my 
introduction of a separate community 
mental health centers bill, my conviction 
that the omnibus approach to this type 
of legislation is ineffective, and need
lessly delays the passage of necessary 
legislation by this House. 

Briefly, the two major provisions· of 
this bill are these: First, that congres
sional authorization be secured for 
grants to the States to construct com
prehensive community mental health 
centers beginning in fiscal year 1965, 

with the Federal Government providing 
45 to 75 percent of the project cost; and, 
second, that Congress .authorize short
term project grants for the initial 
stamng cost of these centers, with the 
Federal Government providing up to 75 
percent of the costs in the early months, 
on a gradually declining basis, terminat
ing such support for a project within 
less than 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust I need not detail 
for the Members of this House the great 
need we have for this legislation. As 
the President stated in his message of 
February 5: 

We cannot afford to postpone any longer 
a reversal in our approach to mental affilc
tion. For too long the shabby treatment of 
the many mUlions of the mentally dis
abled in custodial institutions and many 
millions more in communities needing help 
has been justified on grounds of inade
quate funds, further studies, and future 
promises. We can procrastinate no more. 

The provisions of this bill, and the 
community mental health centers as con
ceptualized in the President's message 
are soundly based upon recent develop
ments in mental health activities 
throughout the country. These devel
opments indicate that a large proportion 
of the mentally ill who previously were 
thought to require a long-term stay in a 
State mental hospital can be effectively 
cared for within their home communities 
if adequate community services are pro
vided. 

For example, some studies show that 
only approximately 7 percent of the psy
chiatric patients treated for 2 or 3 weeks 
in a general hospital are transferred to 
mental hospitals offering long-term care. 
In addition, modern treatment methods 
have made it possible to treat effectively 
in outpatient facilities many patients 
who formerly would have required long
term hospitalization. In one study, psy
chotic patients cared for in a day center 
were returned to their jobs within 6 
weeks. Other patients, with a similar 
degree of illness, were hospitalized in a 
State hospital, where their average 
length of stay was 6 months . 

However, in all but a few communities 
in the country and for all but a few of 
the mentally ill, patient care within the 
community is inadequate and poorly 
coordinated. 

The comprehensive community mental 
health center will provide prompt and 
comprehensive services--early diagnosis, 
outpatient and inpatient treatment, and 
transitional and rehabilitative services. 
It will be close to the patient's home so 
that he can reach it when it is needed, 
and so that his problems can be quickly 
and effectively dealt with. As his needs 
change, the patient in such a center 
can move quickly from one appropriate 
service to another-basically, he will be 
able to proceed from diagnosis through 
treatment and recovery to rehabilitation 
in the shortest possible time. 

In addition, the centers will place a 
heavy emphasis upon preventing mental 
illness wherever possible, and in improv
ing the mental health of the community 
in which it is located. 

Mr. Speaker, '! fervently hope and be
lieve that the effect of this leg~lation, if 
fully implemented, will be to revolution-

ize our present system of caring for the 
mentally ill. It will insure that mentally 
ill persons are not needlessly hospitalized 
in State mental hospitals when their ill
nesses are such that they can appropri
ately be cared for within the community. 
And it will insure that the State mental 
hospital of the future, relieved of the 
burden of caring for patients who can 
appropriately be cared for in the com
munity, will function as an effective es
sential resource within a comprehensive 
program of mental health care. 

However, this bill, as a legislative pro
posal, is evolutionary, rather than rev
olutionary. Under the provisions of the 
Hill-Burton Act, Federal funds have 
long been used to help meet the cost of 
constructing health facilities. And, 
through grants-in-aid programs to the 
States, the Federal Government has 
given some assistance in meeting the 
costs of stamng outpatient psychiatric 
clinics. 

This new legislation fills out currently 
existing gaps in Federal legislation de
signed to help States and Communities 
meet the health needs · of their ciitzens. 
It is needed to stimulate the construc
tion of this new type of health facility
one · which will, as the President said, 
"return mental health care to the main
stream.of American medicine, and at the 
same t1me upgrade mental health serv
ices." 

Mr. Speaker, for a long time I have 
consistently brought the needs of the 
mentally ill to the attention of this 
House. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations that 
annually considers the administration's 
Budget for the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, I have, year 
after year, urged that adequate funds be 
appropriated to mount truly effective 
programs in this field. 

Faced with the exciting new possibili
ties contained in the President's pro
posals for a national mental health 
program, the Appropriations Committee 
reported favorably on the administra
tion's request for increased appropria
tions to implement many of the 
President's proposals for which no new 
legislation is needed. 

However, without the passage of a 
community mental health center bill, it 
will be impossible to implement the piv
otal features of the President's program. 
I therefore urge that this great legisla
tive body enact this bill. 

I am submitting for the RECORD a sum
mary of the bill I now introduce: 
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS OF 1963 

TITLE I. CONSTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTERS 

Title I would authorize the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make project grants for the construction 
of public and other nonprofit community 
mental health centers: That is, facilities 
providing services for the prevention or 
diagnosis of mental illness, or care and 
treatment of mentally ill persons, or re
habilitation of persons recovering from 
mental illness. To be eligible, the cen
ters must provide at least those essential 
elements of comprehensive mental health 
services which are prescribed by the Sec-
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retary in accordance with regulations, 
and would have to provide such services 
in the community. Applications would 
be submitted to the Secretary after ap
proval by the State agency designated by 
the State to administer the State plan. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Appropriations of such sums as the 
Congress may determine would be au
thorized for the 5-year period from July 
1, 1964, through June 30, 1969. 

ALLOTMENTS 

The funds appropriated would be al
lotted among the States on the basis of 
population, extent of need for commu
nity mental health centers, and the fi
nancial need of the respective States, 
with a minimum of $100,000 for any 
State. Some flexibility in the allotment 
structure would be permitted in certain 
situations. First, where two or more 
States have a joint interest in the con
struction of a single mental health cen
ter, part of one State's allotment could, 
with the Secretary's approval, be trans
ferred to the allotment of another State 
to be used for that purpose. 

FEDERAL SHARE 

A State would be given the alternative 
of varying-between 45 and 75 percent
the Federal share of the cost of construc
tion of projects within that State in ac
cordance with standards providing equi
tably for variations among projects or 
classes of projects on the basis of the 
economic status of areas and other rele
vant factors, or of choosing a uniform 
Federal share-which would not be less 
than 45 percent and could go as high 
as 75 percent for some States-for all 
projects in the State. 

STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL 

A State advisory council, composed of 
representatives of non-Government or
ganizations or groups, and of State agen
cies, concerned with planning, operat
ing, or utilizing community mental 
health centers or other mental health 
facilities, as well as representatives of 
consumers of the services involved, would 
consult with the State agency in carry
ing out the State plan. 

STATE PLANS 

The State plan would be required to 
set forth a program for construction of 
community mental health centers based 
on a statewide inventory of existing facil
ities and survey of need for facilities, 
and to provide for construction ·in the 
order of relative need for the facilities, 
insofar as pennitted by available finan
cial resources. The State plan would 
also have to meet several other require
ments, including designating a single 
State agency as the sole agency to ad
minister the plan; providing methods of 
administration necessary for the proper 
and effi.cient operation of the plan; pro
viding minimum standards for the main
tenance and operation of centers con
structed under the title; and providing 
for affording applicants an opportunity 
for hearing before the State agency. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

The Secretary would be required to 
issue regulations within 6 months after 
enactment of this title, and after con
sultation with the Federal Hospital 

Council-the·. advisory council for the 
hospital and medical facilities construc
tion-Hill-Burton-program. The bill 
would provide for increasing the mem
bership of the Federal Hospital Council 
from 8 to 12 members, and would re
quire 1 member to be an authority in 
matters relating to mental illness. The 
regulations so issued would prescribe 
first, the kind of community mental 
health services needed to provide ade
quate mental health services for persons 
residing in a State; second, the general 
manner in which the State agency shall 
determine priority of projects based on 
relative need in different areas, giving 
special consideration to projects on the 
basis of the extent to which the centers 
to be constructed will, alone or in con
junction with other facilities owned or 
operated by or affi.liated or associated 
with the applicant, provide comprehen
sive mental health services for mentally 
ill persons in a particular community or 
communities, or which will be part of or 
closely associated with a general hospi
tal; third, general standards of con
struction and equipment of different 
classes of centers and in different types 
of location; and fourth, that the State 
plan shall provide for adequate com
munity mental health centers for peo
ple residing in the State, and for ade
quate ~enters for serving persons unable 
to pay therefor. 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR PROJECT APPROVAL 

Applicants would have to meet several 
other requirements set forth in the bill, 
such as providing assurances that ade
quate financial support will be available 
for construction of the project and for 
maintenance and operation of the cen
ter when completed, and that in the con
struction of the centers all laborers and 
mechanics will be paid not less than the 
prevailing wages in the locality, and 
overtime pay in accordance with and 
subject to the Contract Work Hours 
Standards Act. 
TITLE n. INITIAL STAFFING OF COMPREHENSIVE 

COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 

Title II would authorize the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to assist in meeting the cost 
of initial staffing of comprehensive com
munity mental health centers. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Appropriations of such sums as may 
be necessary would be authorized for 
each fiscal year beginning after June 
30, 1965. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS 

. To be eligible for grants an applicant 
must be a public or other nonprofit 
agency which owns or operates a com
munity mental health center which has 
received a construction grant under title 
I of this legislation. Furthermore, the 
program of services to be provided by the 
center must include, at least, the follow
ing types of service: Diagnostic services, 
inpatient care, outpatient care, and day 
care. This program of services must be 
provided by the center-alone or in con
junction with other facilities owned or 
operated by, or affiliated or associated 
with the center-principally for persons 
residing in a particular community or 
communities in or near which the center 
is situated. 

DURATION AND AMOUNTS OF GRANTS 

Grants for staffing a community men
tal health center could be made only for 
the period beginning with the com
mencement of operation of such center 
and ending 4 years and 3 months later. 
For the first 15 months of the center's 
operation, the Federal grant may not 
exceed 75 percent of the staffing costs 
of the center; for the following 3 years 
the Federal participation in such costs 
may not exceed 60, 45, and 30 percent, 
respectively. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

The Secretary would be required to 
consult with the National Mental Health 
Council in the development of regula
tions concerning the eligibility of cen
ters and the terms and conditions for 
approving applications under this title. 

EQUAL RIGHTS MEANS EQUAL 
JUSTICE FOR ALL 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend · my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, the entire 

country was shocked at the brutal and 
cowardly murder in Mississippi of the 
Negro leader, Medgar Evers. Murder is 
a dastardly business and its perpetrators 
should be found and punished. 

There is a disturbing element, however, 
in the murder of the Negro leader and 
other news items which have gone almost 
unnoticed. · In Hoboken, N.J., last 
week Walter Glockner, a 27-year-old 
truckdriver, was shot in the back and 
killed. He left two small daughters and 
a young widow. Mr. Glockner was mur
dered because he was fighting for more 
democracy and better treatment for the 
members of his local union. As the Na
tion mourned for Medgar Evers and the 
President sent a message of sympathy to 
his widow and the Attorney General 
promised full cooperation of the FBI to 
bring the murderers to justice, there 
were few who knew of the murder of 
Walter Glockner, and as an editorial in 
the Wall Street Journal asks, ·"who 
mourns for Walter Glockner?" 

This morning the radio newscasts are 
telling of a young white soldier here in 
Washington who was stomped to death 
last night after being dragged from his 
car by seven Negroes. Where is the out
cry for this boy? Will the President call 
his mother? Will the Attorney General 
tum out the full force of the FBI to 
bring to justice the ruthless thugs who 
unconstitutionally murdered him? 

Mr. Speaker, the scales of justice must 
be balanced for the protection of all law
abiding citizens of every color, race, and 
national origin. We cannot allow white 
men to die at the hands of Negroes with
out just as vigorous protest and all-out 
effort to bring to justice the murderers 
as when a Negro dies. Medgar Evers 
was fighting for a cause in which he be
lieved as was Walter Glockner and the 
American soldier died for no reason at 
all at the hands of depraved assailants, 
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but they will all have lived and died in 
vain and others of both the white and 
black race will die at the hands of mobs 
or cowards unless the forces of law and 
order and power of the Government dis
penses justice equally and does not make 
martyrs out of slain Negroes, and just 
statistics of white men who die at the 
hands of thugs or, as in the case in 
Washington last night, at the hands of 
Negroes. 

Let us pray that the God-fearing peo
ple of America, both colored and white 
will rise in justified anger at using death 
as a political weapon and demand that 
all the forces of law and order be brought 
into play to bring to justice those who 
defy the laws, those who commit murder. 

As a part of these remarks and so that 
there will be some to mourn Walter 
Glockner, I include the editorial from 
the Wall Street Journal of June 18: 

TWO MURDERS 
As he left home early that morning, three 

.38 caliber bullets tore into his back. Thus, 
on a Hoboken, N.J., street, ended the life of 
Walter Glockner, 27, truck driver. Besides 
his young widow, he left two small daugh
ters, one only 2 months old. 

As Medgar Evers returned to his Jackson, 
Miss., home from a church rally last week, 
he was shot to death by a sniper in ambush. 
Thirty-seven years old, Mississippi field sec
retary of the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People, Mr. Evers 
left a. wife and three children. 

For years Mr. Evers, a veteran, had been 
working actively for better treatment-more 
democracy and fuller freedom--of Negroes. 
That is why he was killed. 

For some time Mr. Glockner, a veteran, 
had been working actively for better treat
ment-more democracy and fuller freedom
of members of his union local. That, beyond 
any reasonable doubt, is why he was killed. 

SO both men fought for justice, each in 
his own way, and each suffered the most un
just penalty. The murder of the Negro was, 
as the President said, an act of appalling 
barbarity. The Nation, North and SOuth, 
agreed and, mourning, wm inter Medgar 
Evers in Arlington National Cemetery. 

But who, outside his family and friends, 
mourns for Walter Glockner? 

Remembering Walter Glockner, the 
young soldier, and many others who have 
been attacked by Negroes we can well 
conclude, in view of the President's lop
sided interest, that we are now indeed 
witnessing discrimination for Negroes 
and against whites with death being 
used one-sidedly as a political weapon. 

ADDRESS OF HON. LEONARD FARE
STEIN AT UNITED JEWISH AP
PEAL DINNER 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker I ask 

unanimous consent to exten<l my reinarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, on 

Monday, June 17, I was privileged to be 
the guest of honor at a dinner given in 
New York City by the United Jewish 
Appeal. In my addre~ I took exception 
to the suggestion recently made by our 
Secretazy of State that massive aid be 
given to the United Arab Republic under 
Public Law 480. 

I submit herewith my address in · its 
entirety: 

Mr. Chairman, distinguished rabbis, and 
guests, all of us sometimes find that we must 
disagree most vigorously with people whom 
we respect and admire. I find myself in 
this position with respect to our Secretary 
of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, whom I admire 
greatly, but whose position on some aspects 
of our foreign policy is in my opinion out
rageously shortsighted. 

I refer, for the moment, to Mr. Rusk's 
policy of granting the United Arab Republic 
massive aid under our food-for-peace pro
gram. Supporters of such aid point out that 
most of our money and resources goes to feed 
the hungry people of Egypt directly. They 
ignore the indirect effect of such massive 
food shipments. Clearly as a result of our 
aid it becomes unnecessary for Mr. Nasser 
to sell his cotton to obtain funds with 
which to buy food. The millions of dollars 
Nasser would otherwise have to spend !or 
food, he now has available for his own de
signs. He uses these millions to stir up 
revolts in peaceful nations by means of the 
best financed propaganda machine in the 
Middle East. He uses the money to pay Ger
man scientists to develop modern weapons 
of war and destruction to use against Ameri
ca's friends. He uses the moneys to bomb 
and terrorize open and unprotected villages 
in Yemen. 

We in the United States, through our ship
ments of food to Nasser, are contributing 
immeasurably to Nasser's ability to carry out 
his destructive plans just as though we 
gave him the cash. He uses the money we 
save him to purchase arms and equipment 
from the Soviet Union which his constitution 
decrees should be used to destroy, or as he 
puts it, liberate, the State of Israel. 

We are gathered here as friends not alone 
Of LEONARD FARBSTEIN bUt as friends of 
Israel. This little nation oriented to the 
West is (as you all know) surrounded by 
those who would drive it into the sea. 

Therefore it is hard to believe that any 
official agency of the United States would 
not be sympathetic to the survival of this 
remnant of 6 million Jews who were in
cinerated not so many years ago. However, 
the State Department has subordinated 
Israel's interests to that of the Arab nations 
since President Truman imposed recogni
tion upon it. In the presence of clear threat, 
we find that the State Department of our 
great Nation continues to play it cool in
sofar as Israel is concerned. This unfortu
nate situation has existed in this country 
since the recognition of Israel 15 years ago. 
At that time the State Department, under 
Secretary Acheson, objected to the recogni
tion of Israel, but to his great credit, Presi
dent Truman wisely met the situation and 
the United States was the first major power 
that recognized Israel. 

Under President Eisenhower, Secretary of 
State Dulles caused the withdrawal of Eng
land, France, and Israel from the Sinai 
Desert. In my opinion and in the opinion 
of authoritative sources, one of our greatest 
blunders. 

The answer to the constantly negative po
sition of the State Department in its ap
proach to what we all believe should be 
their attitude toward the Arab-Israeli situ
ation must be the attitude taken by the 
President of the United States. Fortunately 
President Kennedy has made his position 
clear in his news conference which followed 
my letter objecting to the State Department's 
answer to the threat posed by the German 
scientists in Egypt. 

President Kennedy stated: "We support 
the security of both Israel and her neighbors. 
We seek to limit the . Near East arms race 
which obviously takes resources from an 
area already poor and puts them into an 
increasing race which does not really bring 
any great security. 

· As a member of the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee of the House of Representatives, I 
introduced a resolution that would authorize 
the withholding of all foreign aid to nations 
who would use such aid to obtain weapons 
of aggression. However, the record of the 
Foreign Mairs Committee in my time is 
such that the passing of an amendment 
making such withholding of aid mandatory 
~nlikely. Ther~fore, in pursuit of the pos
sible, I am otfermg the following amendment 
to the foreign aid bill and hope and expect 
that it will be enacted. 

"It is the sense of Congress that in the 
administration of these funds great atten
tion and consideration should be · given to 
those countries which share the view of the 
United States on the world crisis and which 
do not, as a result of U.S. assistance, divert 
their own economic resources to military 
and propaganda efforts, directed against the 
United States or against other countries re
ceiving said aid under this act, and whether 
or not such efforts are supported by the 
Soviet Union or Communist China." 

The adoption of this amendment will serve 
to inform both our State Department and 
the nations of the world, particularly of the 
Middle East, the position of the Congress 
toward nations that divert their resources to 
military and propaganda efforts directed 
against the United States and our friends. 

I do not oppose feeding the hungry in 
Egypt, no thinking person or persons of good 
will could possibly do so. It is unreason
able, however, for conditions to be imposed 
upon the recipients of our largesse. Is it 
unreasonable to request, yes, demand-

1. That the granting of aid be preceded 
by agreement to preserve the peace? 

2. That those countries receiving our aid 
who are not being threatened by external 
forces, forgo building aggressive arsenals 
using our aid as a means? 

I think my amendment is fully in line 
with the President's position. Whether the 
nation be Egypt or any other power that 
seeks to expand its offensive 'ab111ty, our 
foreign aid should certainly not contribute 
to that nation's ability to wage ·.aggressive 
war. . 

For those of us who are gathered here, the 
preservation of the integrity of the State of 
Israel is a matter of great concern. To those 
of us who are Jews, Israel represents the ful
fillment of an ancient and burning vision. 
It is an outpost of popular, democratic gov
ernment in a part of the world otherwise 
ridden with tyranny and despotism. It 
stands as a fortress of freedom and a haven 
of . refuge for the homeless and oppressed. 
For all Americans it stands out as an example 
of what youth, dedication, and courage can 
achieve against overwhelming obstacles. 

Your presence here today is a tribute to 
the cause of freedom, democracy, and peace 
in the Middle East and elsewhere. 

I am personally grateful to each of you 
for being with me here tonight and I give 
you my solemn assurance that I will fight 
this battle for freedom, democracy, and peace 
as a Jew and as an American. 

Thank you. 

CIVIL RIGHTS PROPOSALS 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The ·SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request ·of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, since the 

1 minute allotted us at this time is totally 
inadequate to intelligently address my
self to the President's message just pre
sented to Congress, I have asked unani-
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mous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks in the body of the RECORD. 
· Today's request by the administration 

for new authority in the field of civil 
rights will go down as the most excessive 
grab for power in the history of this 
country. This demand for unconstitu
tional and unwarranted legislation will 
not accomplish its stated objectives but · 
will serve only to inflame an already in
flamed situation. It will add to and 
perpetuate chaos rather than provide 
solutions. It will inflame passions 
rather than pacify or eliminate current 
tensions. 

As I, and many others, have often 
observed, legislation without education 
will yield far more harm than good in 
~his field. One does not have to read 
very closely the demands by current mob 
leaders to realize that their demands 
exceed their capability to absorb. A 
yielding to such demands would result 
only in greater frustration when the 
emptiness of their victory was realized. 
Only through education and the efforts 
and understanding of men of good will 
can any meaningful progress be made 
in human relations. Punitive legislation 
can only embitter. 

As strongly as I condemn mob rule 
and excessive Federal power, I condemn 
even more so the do-gooders, liberal egg
heads, and political power seekers who 
seek to cloak their lust for power with 
the Constitution and to disguise their 
selfish interests with the respectability 
of lawful authority. They are more 
interested in votes than in solutions. 
Their interest in their own political se
curity obliterates their interest in our 
national security. They seek to perpetu
ate problems rather than solve problems. 
To many of them accelerated tensions 
guarantee fatter pocketbooks. Solutions 
would kill their golden goose. 

Today's proposals will take away from 
our businessman, already harassed by 
Federal tax laws and the regulations of 
countless agencies, the basic right to 
risk his capital and run his business as 
he sees fit. 

Mr. Speaker, is it not axiomatic that 
if one presumably has a right to buy 
from whomever and whenever he pleases 
there i..; a corresponding and coequal 
right for one to sell to whomever and 
whenever he pleases? Already we have 
seen naked Federal power used without 
lawful authority in the field of Govern
ment contracts. Now we see an attempt 
to control the businessman's dealings 
with private citizens. No longer will he 
be willing to reinvest his profits, enlarge 
his business, and create additional em
ployment opportunities. Our employ
ment situation, already a significant 
national problem, will be fw·ther aggra
vated. 

Why are the proponents of these 
measures so obviously inconsistent in 
their approach to this matter? We 
have seen the murder of a white man in 
North Carolina dismissed as an unfortu
nate incident while the murder of a 
black man in Mississippi is. said to be a 
blot on the conscience of the .Nation. 
We have heard the President ten the 
mayors of this country 1n Hawa11 that 
the problem was local in nature and two 

nights later tell the world that the Fed
eral Government must provide the solu
tion. 

Why should the admlnistratlon, the 
do-gooders, leftwingers, and vote-seeking 
politicians continue to make the great 
Southland the whipping boy on this Is
sue? We have heard them condemn 
the use of police dogs in· Alabama and 
ignore their use fn Harlem. Nor have 
they mentioned that police dogs have to 
be used on the steps of the Capitol here 
in Washington nor that policemen with
out dogs are ordered to walk their beats 
in pairs for their own safety in this 
model city. No mention has been made 
of the firing on police cars that have oc
curred in Maryland and Virginia. 
These observations show a most unjus
tified double standard which utterly 
fails of comprehension. 

Yielding to no man in my love of lib
erty and the Constitution and my desire 
to see every man, regardless of the color 
of his skin, treated fairly, I will oppose 
these measures with all the fervor of my 
being, aided and abetted by the knowl
edge that in doing so I labor in the cause 
of mankind rather than in the cause of 
turmoil and strife. The experience tn 
Cambridge, Md., should prove conclu
sively to any openminded person that 
passage of laws alone, without the ac
companying patience, education, and 
good will, will do more harm than good. 

Mr. Speaker, every citizen must real
ize that issues are not settled in streets. 

MORE ON WASTE AND INEFFI
CIENCY IN DEFENSE PROCURE
MENT 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I have a little more to say today about 
the expenditure of your defense dollars. 
On June 3 I received a procurement 
document providing for sole-source pro
curement of 421 attitude indicators. 

Most Members are by now familiar 
with my study of defense procurement 
and the waste and 1neftlciency I have un
covered. Even the most blase should 
listen to this latest case I have developed 
against the U.S. Army Electronics Ma
teriel Agency. It will curl your hair, if tt 
doesn't get you so hot that the hair turns 
off the top of your head. 

On May 28, 1963, the Army Electronics 
Materiel Agency issued a sole-source
no competition-procurement document 
-RFP No. AMC(E) 36-039-63-10651-
B4. It proposed to buy 421 equipments 
known as the ID-999/ASN Attitude In
dicator. On the front of the request for 
proposal-which was mailed to only one 
company-was a printed warning: 

Notice is hereby given that specifications, 
plans, or drawings relating to the procure
ment described below are either not avall
able or are insufficient to provide all neces
sary manufacturing and construction de
tails. 

Curious as to what sort of specialized 
equipment this might be, and feeling 
that, as tn the past, this certification of 
no drawings might be an attempt to 
channel a contract to a favored pro
ducer, I requested U.S. Army liaison offi
cers to obtain for me: First, all copies of 
past contracts for this equipment; sec
ond, a set of manufacturing drawings for 
the equipment; third, a. copy of the doc
uments that justified the sole-source 
procurement. That request was made on 
June 3, 1963, the day I received the bid 
set in my office. 

On June 7, Brig. Gen. Allen Stanwix
Hay, commander of the Army Electronics 
Materiel Agency at Philadelphia, wrote 
me, supplying me with part of the in
formation I requested which showed 
that: 

First. The Army planned to spend 
$338,000 for 421 of the attitude indi
cators used to provide a visual indica
tion of fiight attitude. 

Second. The reason for the sole
source (no competition) award was that 
the Government has insuftlcient techni
cal information and cannot define the 
item in detail. 

General Stanwix-Hay added two para
graphs at the end of his letter. One 
·said it was the first time this item had 
been bought by USAEMA. The second 
said that he had directed the procure
ment be canceled since the investigation 
I requested uncovered available stock in 
other agencies of the Department of De
fense to fill the need. Of course, this 
last statement represented an immediate 
saving of $338,000 to the taxpayers of 
this country, and for that I was grate
ful. 

But I was also curious. I telephoned 
General Stanwix-Hay and asked him 
who had made the equipment before, . 
how much was paid for it, and how many 
were on hand. At the same time, I also 
requested the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
liaison oftlces to make a similar check. 
To date, this is what I have learned. 
The equipment has been purchased since 
1950. It costs about $800 per unit. It 
has been purchased by both the Navy 
and Air Force. At this very moment, 
there are over 12,000 pieces of this 
equipment scattered around in depots all 
over the country. Over 8,500 can be 
used right now. Another ~.600 can be re
paired and placed in use. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, there is no 
scarcity of this equipment. The Army's 
needs can be filled from present stocks 
without even making a dent in this huge 
surplus. There is no reason for there 
being insuftlclent procurement data 
available. This item has been pur
chased for over 13 years. 

The Navy has even told me that its 
ID-999 I ASN equipment is being used 
simply as a backup for later-model 
equipment and that an entirely new atti
tude indicator is soon to be developed. 

I might add at this point that I have 
asked other questions to get to the bot
tom of this fantastic hoax. I want to 
know who was responsible for this at
tempt to pick the taxpayers' pockets to 
the tune of $338,000. Thus far, the only 
name I ha.ve is that of Mary D. Regan, a 
contracting oftlcer at Philadelp~ia. I am 
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sure there will be more names when my 
questions are answered. 

Mr. Speaker, this proves what I have 
been contending for 2 years. In this one 
instance there has been an attempt to 
shove through an emergency sole-source 
purchase for 338,000 U.S. taxpayers' 
dollars for equipment that, first, exists 
in abundant stockpiles; second, has been 
bought for over 13 years; and third, is 
almost obsolete. 

This is another illustration of what a 
single Member of this House can do when 
he gets bidding information at the same 
time the various procurement arms of 
the Defense Department mail them out. 
When you spot the waste in front of the 
deal, you can save the taxpayers' money. 

Yesterday, I chronicled waste of $17 
million. Today, I point to a $338,000 
saving for the taxpayer. Tomorrow, I 
shall show how ofticials, through igno
rance or design, ignore laws this Congress 
passes which are intended to control just 
this sort of activity. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill, H.R. 4409, will set 
up a joint, nonpartisan committee of this 
Congress to maintain surveillance over 
just such negotiated procurements. Such 
a committee could spot hundreds of in
stances of waste such as the one I have 
detailed today. Such a committee, prop
erly constituted, could more than pay 
for itself the first day it started opera
tions. It could also bring the procure-· 
ment branches into line, force more · 
efficient buying of defense hardware and 
bring about sizable and significant re
ductions in the cost of national defenSe. 

THE PRESIDENT'S CIVIL RIGHTS 
MESSAGE 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, the Pres

ident at long last has sent Congress a 
civil rights message and legislation. 
With some exceptions, I think it is good 
legislation. The bulk of it in fact is 
legislation that I and 30 other Repub
licans in the House have introduced and 
have long pressed. 

The President's legislation is more lim
ited than ours. It is padded with un
necessary verbiage to give the impression 
that it goes further than it does, and 
parts of it are inartistically drafted. But 
on the whole it is good and should be 
considered without delay by the Judi
ciary Committee. The administration 
has already delayed legislation far too 
long on this subject. 

Mr. Speaker, I must express my con
cern also over the President's trip abroad 
at this time. I question the wisdom of it 
under the present circumstances, and I 
would urge him to reconsider. I can see 
no specific purpose that can be served 
by the trip, particularly in view of the 
fact that since the plans were made the 
Pope has died and a new Pope has not 
been elected, the Italian Government is in 
disarray, there are political pressures in 

Germany over Adenauer's successor, 
De Gaulle remains adamant, and an ex
plosion in England over the Profumo case 
would not assist any constructive discus
sions with Macmillan. 

Meanwhile, our own country is faced 
with the possibility of severe and immi
nent explosion. President Kennedy and 
his brother are only beginning to com
prehend the meaning of the demonstra
tions that have occurred, and I think it 
most unwise for the President to leave 
the country in the midst of such heat and 
tension. If he really means business with 
this legislation he should mobilize the 
people of the United States behind it
now, not later. 

POLICIES OF THE SECRETARY OF 
. DEFENSE 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from , 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I deeply 

regret that the evidence is now over
whelming that the Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. McNamara, has either established or 
is actively condoning a system which re
quires commissioned officers of the U.S~ 
armed services and their civilian sub
ordinates to deceive Members of the 
Congress of the United States with re
spect to the award of contracts. In set
ting a pattern that requires ·omcers and 
civilians to hoodwink Members of Con
gress, the Secretary of Defense 1s thrice 
guilty. By deliberately misleading in 
small matters the Department of Defense 
destroys the confidence of the Congress 
in any information that it may trans
mit. In requiring professional military 
men to participate in these uncouth de
ceptions the Secretary is corrupting the 
code of honor that has been a badge of. 
pride for America's fightingmen for 187 
years. In unsuccessfully attempting to 
deceive me, the Department of Defense 
does not so much do me a disservice as 
it insults the nearly 700,000 people who 
sent me here. 

The following telephone messages were 
received by, or originated in my office 
on Tuesday, June 18, 1963, at the ap
proximate times indicated: 

Noon: Received message· th.at the News, 
a. daily paper in Frederick, Md., had just got 
a. news release concerning the award of a. 
$4.5 mlllion contract for the construction 
of additional facilities at Fort Ritchie. 

Immediately called House Army liaison to 
ask who in the Department of Defense could 
provide wording of the release. Wa.s referred 
to code 11, extension 53357. 

At 12:05 p.m.: Called the omce of the 
Chief of Contract Support Division, Mr, 
Webb, code 11, extension 53357, and was ad
vised Mr. Webb was not available and the 
oftlce had no information concerning the 
contract. Referred to Mr. Hillman, code 11, 
extension 79085. 

Immediately called Mr. H11lman's oftlce 
and was referred to Mr. Richardson or Mr. 
M111ard, code 11, extension 74529 or exten
sion 53941. 

Immediately called code 11, extension 
53941, Mr. Richardson, who regretfully de
clined to give any information and referred 
call to code 11, extension 78131. 

Immediately. called code 11, extension 
78131, and was told by an unidentified staff 
member that news of any such contract had · 
not been released and that it was not known 
when it woUld be available. Requested fur
ther details. by 12:30 p.m., but no further 
response was forthcoming by that time. 

At 12:45 p.m.: Called House Army liaison 
and was assured that a.n attempt would be 
made to secure the information. 

At 1 p.m.: Received call from House Army 
liaison advising, on the authority of Col. 
William J . Love, code 11, extension 78131, 
that a release would be made at 3 p.m. from 
the Pentagon and that Mr. MATHIAS would 
be advised at that time. 

At 2:58 p.m.: Receive<! call from Mrs. 
Dugan, code 11, extension 78131, stating: 
"Baltimore district engineer awarding the 
contract today to Frederick Construction 
Co., Inc., 615 North Market Street, Frederick, 
Md., $4,407,527. The contract is for classi
fied increment No. 2 for Alternate Joint 
Communications Center at Fort Ritchie, Md." 

WHO NOW MAKES THE LAW? 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHAR~ES H. WILSON. Mr. 

Speaker, the recent U.S. Supreme Court 
decision in the Arizona against Cali
fornia water dispute has left many un
answered questions. 

I do not intend to challenge the 
judgment of the Court in as far as the 
normal allocation of the Colorado River 
water is concerned. The water allot
ments the Court decided were fair and 
equitable for the States involved are not 
an issue. 

However, .the outstanding question yet 
to be answered is.-how much or how 
little water will the States get if there 
is a water surplus or a water shortage? 

The special master, appointed by the 
Court to report on the case, heard 340 
witnesses, compiled a transcript of 25,-
000 pages, and filed a report of .433 pages. 
It was his considered opinion that any 
water surplus should be divided equally 
between California and Arizona, and that 
in the event of a shortage water should 
be divided between the States in pro
portion to their normal allotments. 

This proposal, while !".Jt perfect, ap
pears to have considerable merit. 

A majority of the U.S. Supreme Court, 
however, have arrived at a different 
solution. The Court has decided that the 
Secretary of the Interior shall decide, 
in any way he sees fit, the apportionment 
of water to the various Western States 
in the event of a surplus or a shortage. 
Furthermore, in reaching his decision he 
shall not be bound by any prior contract, 
compact, or formula. 

Mr. Speaker, from where does the 
Secretary of the Interior draw this broad 
authority? By what right does the Sec-
retary of the Interior ha_ve the .power 
to give or withhold the lifeblood of the 
West-water? . 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the In
terior has been given .this economic 
stranglehold by the Congress of the 
United States. At least, that is the 
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opm1on of a majority of the ·U.S. su
preme Court. Congress has thought so 
little of its legislative authority that it 
has passed vital questions of policy, life 
and death questions of economic impor
tance, to the head of a department op
erated by Federal civil servants. 

I do not believe it, Mr. Speaker. I do 
not believe that the Congress of the 
United States would knowingly relin
quish such vital authority to a bureau
crat, and in fact at least three mem
bers of the U.S. Supreme Court do not 
believe lt either. 

Justices Douglas, Harlan, and Stewart 
have defended the right of the Congress 
to make its voice heard in these matters. 

Justice Douglas has said in this case: 
It will, I think, be marked as the baldest 

attempt by judges in modern times to spin 
their own phUosophy into the fabric of the 
law, in derogation of the will of the legisla
ture. The present decision, as Mr. Justice 
Harlan shows, grants the Federal bureauc
racy a power and command over water 
rights in the 17 Western States that it never 
has had, that it· always wanted, that it could 
never persuade Congress to grant, and that 
this Court up to now has consistently re
fused to recognize. 

Mr. Speaker, could anything be 
plainer than that? A respected Justice 
of the U.S. Supreme Court, in council 
with two of his colleagues, has handed 
this Nation the real question of the lat
ter half of the 20th century. 

Who now makes the law? Does Con
gress make the law? Does the executive 
branch make the law? Does the U.S. 
Supreme Court make the law? Or, does 
the Federal bureaucracy make the law? 

This is the real and vital issue now 
struggling in the sinews of "the American 
body politic. I have not been a Member 
<>f this distinguished House for long, but 
I have found that tl:iis' question presents 
itself to me almost every day. 

I have had letters, Mr. Speaker, from 
agencies of our Government questioiling 
my right as a Congressman to ask simple 
questions for information on matterS 
pending before the Federal departments 
and agencies. 

I have been warned by officials within 
the giant structure of the bureaucracy 
that a request for information can con
stitute an improper communication. I 
have been threatened that any letter I 
write will be made a matter of the public 
file, as though this should be something 
I would shy away from. · 

I have found agencies of this Govern
ment, created by the Congress, refusing 
to supply information to the Congress, 
and furthermore adopting rules and 
regulations that are never written or 
printed and cannot be questioned by 
either a member of the public or a Mem
ber of this House. In none of these in
stances, Mr. Speaker, was the agency in
volved engaged in any secret or security 
matters. 

It is clear to me, from my own experi
ence, tbat the · Federal bureaucracy day 
by day is in fact making law. We have 
of necessity created this monster, and 
have given it broad authority within 
which to manage the public's affairs. I 
fear we have given it far too much au
thority tor the public good. 

It used to be said, Mr. Speaker, that 
the President proposes and the Congress 
disposes. Of course it has been a long 
time since that was true. By a hundred 
and one different ways the executive 
branch is making law. It makes little 
difference whether the President of the 
day is a member of the Democratic Party 
or the Republican -Party. The trend is 
always in the same direction. World 
events in the past 50 years have done 
much to aid this drift, and Congress has 
clearly failed to insist on all its rightful 
authority and on all its rightful privi
lege. 

The U.S. Supreme Court was intended, 
if my education is not in error, to in
terpret the Constitution and to advise 
the legislative authority on constitutional 
rna tters. There is no question but that 
the Court has strayed a long way from 
that original path. 

With every major decision the Court 
hands down new laws are made. Our 
entire way of life in this country is being 
revised and remolded by the nine Justices 
of the Supreme Court. Our Founding 
Fathers would stand in shocked amaze
ment if they could see the changes this 
last century has made in traditional con
cepts and attitudes. 

Mr. Speaker, it would seem that almost 
everyone is making law except the Con
gress. Many of our citizens wonder 
where it will all end. 

However, this reversal of roles within 
our society can be brought to an end. I 
am sure of that. If Congress will stand 
up and demand its rightful place within 
our Government all these unconstitu
tional empires will crumble and wither 
away. 

The Congress must make the law. Our 
Government was created around this 
central concept. Mr. Speaker, I trust a 
committee will be empowered to review 
this entire problem and will make a full 
report, with recommendations to this 
honorable body as soon as may be prac
tical. 

~ TWISTINQ ON A HIGH LEYEL 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include an article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

noted an excellent column that recently 
appeared in one of America's great news
papers, the Minneapolis Tribune. The 
column was written by Richard Wilson, 
chief of the Tribune's Washington bu
reau. He reflects a point of view that I 
would like to share with my colleagues. 
Mr. Wilson brings to our attention an 
alarming situation that many of us have 
noted; a situation that· threatens basic 
freedoms ot many Americans through 
unwarranted pressures from certain 
areas of the Federal Governnient. 

The article is as follows: 
ARM TwiSTING ON A HIGH" LEVEL 

(By Richard Wilson) . 
WASHINGTON.-Arm twisting, one of the 

favorite techniques of the New Frontier, has 

been disclosed on a new and rather more 
impressive level. 

The arm twisting method was previously 
noted in the steel price controversy, the 
Cuban prisoners deal, and the more benign 
drive for funds for a $30 milllon national 
cultural center. This technique has at
tained respectability in the Kennedy admin
istration and omcials can see nothing wrong 
in it, for they conceive their cause to be 
just. 

The method consists of physchologicall-y 
suggestive pressure on individuals or cor
porations to support or go along with Gov
ernment action. When skillfully applied, 
the individual cannot honestly charge that 
he was threatened with reprisal or tempted 
by reward; he only knows he has been 
shaken up. 

He may have an antitrust suit pending 
and have his mind on this when exposed to 
Government persuasion; but the persuaders, 
of course, say they do not have this in mind 
at all, only the public welfare. 

In the new instance the pressure was per
haps more overt. In fact, it was crude. The 
farm bureaucracy openly and threateningly 
brought pressure on federally licensed radio 
and TV stations to give free time for the 
Government's version of the issue in the na-
tional wheat referendum. . 

No subtlety was involved. A national d \
rective went out to State managers and local 
committeemen of the farm program to bring 
to the attention of radio and TV stations 
that they are federally licensed for 3 years 
only and the renewal of their license could 
depend upon the adequacy of their public 
service programs. This responsibil~ty ·was 
particularly compelling, it was stated, with 
respect to public service agricultural pro
grams. 

The innuendo of the directive was amaz
ing. Public service programing, it was 
stated, is promised by radio-TV stations "in 
return for two special favors granted by the 
Government," exclusive use of a broadcast 
frequency, and "the policy of the Govern
ment not to establish federally operated sta
tions in competition with stations being 
operated commercially." Of course, the di
rective added, this does not make stations 
"subject to dictation." 

The directive was sent out by Ray Fitz
gerald, deputy administrator for State and 
county operations of the Agricultural Sta
b1lization and Conservation Service, pre
sumably with the approval of Secretary of 
Agriculture Orville Freeman. 

With vague images evoked of licenses re
voked or Government operated competitors, 
a good many radio and TV stations com
plied. A spot check shows that prime time 
was wangled in Indiana, Kentucky, and Min
nesota, and probably elsewhere on a broader 
scale. Some of the stations gave their time 
wlllingly enough. They wanted just such 
programs. Others felt they were highly pres
sured. 

It might be supposed that this was only in 
the interest of serving the wheat farmers 
with a factual, unbiased view of the issues 
before them. 

But Fitzgerald's directive belies this trust
ing view in one sentence: "As you know, in
terests representing one point of view in the 
referendum are blanketing radio al;ld televi
sion stations with material in heavy quan
tities. It is not expected that we can match 
the flood of material from this group, which 
is also in a position to buy time. But it is 
essential that we act aggressively to. make 
use of public service t~es of radio and 
television stations at times of day when 
farm people are listening." 
. Farm people listened and voted. The 

Goveriunent could not get even a majority 
for the adoption of lts compulsory control 
program for wheat. A two-thirds majority 
was necessary for-its adoption. Rather than 
submit either to authoritarian control o! 
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their farms or the methods of the not-so
hidden persuaders, wheat farmers were ready 
to take the risk of lower income. 

Now the same bureaucracy which had so 
little knowledge of the people it was serving 
has adopted a dog-in-the-manger attitude 
toward new legislation. Wheat farmers 
would readily consider a new program pat
terned after the voluntary programs for feed 
grains coupled with acreage retirement. 

But the bureaucracy still has its mind on 
arm twisting. Let the farmers suffer a little 
and they'll come back with their tails be
tween their legs. This was a bad technique 
in the beginning. It is bad now. Mr. Ken
nedy would do well to bring it to an end 
and make a constructive beginning on a new 
wheat program that farmers want. 

Mr. Speaker, it is alarming that radio 
and television stations should be sub
jected to these kinds of Government 
pressures. These stations, of course, are 
required to present divergent points of 
views, but they constitute great forces 

· in the distribution of news and informa-
tion to the public, much like our great 
newspapers. Therefore, our electronic 
media must be guaranteed the same 
freedom of press to make sure they op
erate in the public interest and not for 
what could be a one-sided Federal view. 
This danger to broadcasters' right and 
responsibility could lead to even more 
serious problems in the distribution of 
public information. The licenses of 
these stations do not belong to the Gov-

·ernment; they belong to the people. 

MILLBURY CELEBRATES 150TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
. unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

honored and very much pleased to bring 
to the attention of the House that the 
town of Millbury, Mass., in my district 
is celebrating this week its 150th anni
versary with an outstanding program of 
activities to commemorate this great 
event. 

In recognition of this anniversary, I 
am introducing an appropriate resolu
tion for the consideration of the House 
which extends greetings and congratula
tions to the community on the occasion 
of the 150th anniversary of the incor
poration of the town of Millbury from a 
part of Sutton in 1813. 

It was on June 11, 1813, that Gov. 
Caleb Strong signed the bill approved the 
day before by the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts to in
corporate the town of Millbury. At the 
time of incorporation, Millbury had a 
population of about 500. 

Town annals indicate that Millbury 
was almost named Moscow, but this pro
posal was defeated in town meeting. 

Located in a1_1 ·area of _ Massachusetts 
which was settled by pioneer colonists 
in the early days of American history, 
Millbury has grown from this small be
ginning into a thriving' and prosperous 

community Qf. some 10,000 ,people. To
day, .Millbury 1s a blJSY busjness and 
industl1al town, offering steady employ
ment for m~y of its residents. In addi
tion, nearby Wor.cester employs many 
townspeople. 

As far back as the Revolution, the 
manufacture of firearms and ammuni
tion brought renown to Millbury. The 
first armory employing water power in 
the manufacture of guns was established 
in Millbury. The only powdermill in 
this section was erected by the Province 

. in the early days of the Revolution. The 
production of the Sutton Waters Armory, 
owned by the Waters brothers, Asa and 
Andrus, was a most valuable contribution 
to the cause of freedom since the colo
nies were hard pressed for arms at the 
beginning of the Revolution when im
ports were cut off. 

Millbury arms were used in the War of 
1812, the Mexican War, and the Civil 
War. 

The first papermill in central Massa
chusetts was established in Millbury. 
The first scythes and many improved 
agricultural implements made in the 
country were manufactured in Millbury. 

Millbury can also lay claim to the prin
ciple of mass production through the 
interchangeability of parts and machines 
and implements because it is in Millbury 
that Thomas Blanchard conceived and 
perfected the cam-motion principle. 

While the U.S. armory at Springfield 
has been cited as the birthplace of the 
Blanchard eccentric lathe for turning 
irregular forms, Millbury is actually the 
place where the eccentric lathe was in
-vented and first constructed. Blanchard 
was later connected with the Springfield 
Armory and later supplements of the 
machine were produced there. 

However, history shows that the first 
Blanchard machine to be set up in 
Springfield was carted over the roads 
from Millbury. After another model was 
produced in Springfield, the original 
lathe was returned to Millbury where it 
was used for about 20 years in the 
Waters Armory. 

This and other Blanchard inventions 
were the forerunners of mass production 
and it can be truly said that the Blanch
ard eccentric lathe revolutionized gun
making and later affected every industry 
where irregular forms were made or 
used. 

Millbury also claims Dr. Leonard Gale, 
who assisted Samuel B. Morse in per
fecting the telegraph. 

Long before women's suffrage became 
a reality, Millbury vote"' in town meeting 
on March 20, 1882, to request the State 
legislature to extend to women who are 
citizens the right to hold town offices 
and to vote in town affairs on the same 
terms as male citizens. 

Millbury is justly proud that President 
William Howard Taft spent part of his 
boyhood in the town and maintained 
his ties with the . town throughout his 
life_. In fact, Taft attended the Millbury 
centennial celebration in 1913 and was a 
guest speaker at the centennial banquet. 

His mother was a member of the highly 
esteemed Torrey family of Millbury. 
After her husband's death, Mrs. Taft 
resided in Millbury. As a boy, Taft at
tended the public schools of Millbury 

. and . in . later years often visited his 
grandfather, Samuel D. Torrey. 

In these brief remarks, Mr. Speaker, 
it is not possible for me to recount in 
full the story of this historic Massachu
setts town, but I would like to pay richly 
deserved tribute to the early settlers of 
Sutton and Millbury who helped to build 

. this great country of ours with their 
magnificent sacl1:fices, struggles, and ac
complishments. The record of their su
perb work and contributions lives to this 
day and Millbury can take justifiable 
pride in the remarkable legacy it now 
possesses. 

After several previous attempts to form 
a separate township, Millbury became a 
reality in 1813. Farming was the main 
occupation, but swift running streams in 
the area led to small industrial enter
prises, some to meet the need for farm 
implements and other goods. 

Completion of the Blackstone Canal in 
1828 helped speed the growth of the town. 
In 1830 alone some 1,000 new residents 
were attracted to Millbury and the 
growth of the town can be linked to its 
advantageous position on or near major 
travel routes. First it was the Blackstone 
Canal, which gave way in 1847 to the 
Providence & Worcester Railroad. With 
the decline of the railroads, industry in 
the town turned to the nearby fast high
ways to carry Millbury-made products to 

·the big distribution centers of Boston 
and New York. 

I am prompted on this occasion to say 
a word about the leadership and the peo
ple of Millbury with special emphasis 
on the founding fathers. Like most New 
England communities, Millbury origi
nated in the painstaking work and bitter 
sacrifice of pioneer settlers. On April19, 
1775, the alarm from Lexington reached 
the mother town ·of Sutton and 11 min
utemen immediately rallied to the cry 
for aid from the embattled farmers and 
subsequently 56 men from the area served 
in the Revolution. During the Civil War, 
Millbury furnished 346 men, which was 
26 over the town's quota. In World Wars 
I and II and the Korean war, Millbury 
men fought and died on battlefronts far 
from home. 

The Millbury of today embodies these 
same pioneer qualities of outstanding 
leadership, patriotism, and devotion to 
basic values and fundamental institu
tions and I am very proud that this great 
community with its capable, public
spirited leaders and devoted and loyal 
people is a part of my great congres
sional district. 

Millbury, after 150 years of progress 
and accomplishment, looks to the future 
with vibrant confidence born of its illus
trious heritage and past successes, in
spired by an able and vigorous leader
ship and sustained by a loyal and devoted 
people. 

I predict that Millbury will continue to 
move ahead in growth, progress, and 
prosperity in the years to come, ever 
growing stronger in a material sense and 
ever preserving and enhancing that qual
ity of spiritual dedication for which it is 
noted and which will continue to en
gender in its ·citizenry those close ties of 
loyalty, respect, and affection which are 
so essential to American community life 
and so valuable in safeguarding the 
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fountainhead of American enterprise 
and freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to intro
duce in the House a special resolution 
bringing attention to the 150th anniver
sary of Millbury, which I have· had the 
honor to represent in'Congress for more 
than 20 years, and extending the con
gratulations of the House to the ·people of 
this fine community. Under leave to ex
tend my remarks, I include the text ·of iny 
resolution in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

- . H. RIOS .. 40i _ _,..,.c ... · .. , •• .. < • 

fi;.) Whereas ···the year 1963 marks the one 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of t~e in
corporation of the town of Millbury, 
Massachusetts; and 

Whereas from the time of settlement in 
1716 the people of Millbury have figured 
conspicuously in the founding and growth 
of this Nation; and 

Whereas the observance of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of Millbury is being 
celebrated during the week of June 16 with 
impressive community ceremonies whic:Q will 
attract many visitors to central Massachu
setts; and 

Whereas Millbury is a progressive com
munity rich in historic interest, distinguished 
for its. fervent civic spirit, and faithfully de
voted to American institutions and ideals: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved., That the House of Representa
tives extends its greetings and felicitations 
to the people of Millbury, Massachusetts, on 
the occasion of the one hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary of this community and the 
House of Representatives further expresses 
its appreciation for the splendid services 
rendered to the ~ation by the citizens of 
Millbury during the past one hundred and 
fifty years. 

PRAYER IN OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of . the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, on Mon

day of this week the Supreme Court of 
the United States rendered a decision, a 
decision which strikes a blow at the very 
heart and essence of America-its spirit
ual heritage. 

For as the Supreme Court spoke, it 
barred from the public schools both the 
Lord's Prayer and the Bible. It ruled 
that the reading of the Bible and the 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer in our 
public schools is unconstitutional. 

As I watched a number of television 
newscasts that evening following the de
cision, a number of commentators said 
that Members of Congress had not raised 
a sharp cry of protest as in the New York 
case in 1962. I think we hardly had 
time to do so, but I feel that a deep feel
ing of shock is in many of us, and I for 
one proudly raise my voice in protest. 

This is the Nation which Lincoln de
clared "Under God shall have a new 
birth of freedom," this is the land which 
places upon its currency the legend "in 
God we trust," a land which was built by 
a deeply religious people. 

I need not remind you that only a few 
short weeks ago, Astronaut L. Gordon 
Cooper stood in this House and uttered 
again the prayer that he had given -while 
on his historic flight. Contrast this if 

you will ·with the Russian Cosmonaut 
who mocked after he descended that he 
saw no God up there. 

I think· this is the fundamental differ
ence in our two nations, the difference 
between freemen and those who live 
under atheistic communism. And I be
lieve our deep religious faith has sus
tained this land. 

The first amendment to the Constitu
tion provides that "Congress shall make 
no law respecting an establishment·· of 
religion or prohibiti.Dg the tree exercise 
thereof." This provision was adopted so 
that no state religion couid be adopted, 
and with this principle we all agree. 

But we do not agree that the simple 
recitation of the Lord's Prayer and the 
reading of the Bible violate the Consti
tution. Justice Stewart in his dissent 
in the New York case in 1962 said that 
the Court had "misapplied a great con
stitutional principle." For him, the 
question presented by the case was 
whether "those pupils who wish to do so 
may join in a brief prayer at the begin
ning of each schoolday." 

In writing for the majority in the pres
ent decision, Justice Clark conjured up 
all sorts of dreadful prospects if the 
Court should allow prayer to be said in 
the public schools. He said that this de
.parted from the concept of a government 
that must be neutral in religious mat
ters. Why so long in finding this out? 

It seems to a great many of us that it 
is quite a different thing to say that the . 
Constitution forbids one child, who may 
wish to do so, to recite the Lord's Prayer 
in a public school, merely because some 
other child, who does not want to pray 
and who is not required to pray, objects. 

I, and many of my colleagues, have 
introduced bills to amend the Constitu
tion to allow prayer in the public schools. 
They await committee hearing. Under 
this latest ruling, I would say it is doubly 
important that they be given a hearing 
and begin movfug. 

The Constitution was adopted by men, 
and in my personal opinion has been 
woefully and willfully misinterpreted, 
and it has been and can be changed by 
men. 

And I say that we need that change, 
and we need it now. We need to allow 
our schools to continue these short 
devotionals. 

This is a very real challenge for us to
day as Members of the Congress. Let 
us live up to that challenge. Let us begin 
to move here and now to pass this con
stitutional amendment to allow prayer 
in our public . schools. · 

And then let the people of . these 
United States through the due process 
of law have the opportunity to speak on 
the subject. Religious freedom must be 
protected, but this decision is religious 
oppression and it was never intended 
that it be thus by the founders of our 
land and the framers of the Constitution. 

I hope we will be able to get a bill be
fore the House for a constitutional 
amendment to rectify this mistake. 

POSTAL GUIDELINES PROGRAM 
SHOULD BE ABOLISHED 

Mr. MULTER. · Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 

at this point in the REGORD and include 
extraneous matter. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol

lowing· is my testimony before the Postal 
Operations Subcommittee in · opposition 
to the continuation of the guidelines sys
tem in the Po~t 011ice Department: .. ..... 
STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER BE-

FORE THE POSTAL OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITrEE, 
HOUSE POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE CoM
MITTEE, JUNE 18, 1963 
Mr. Chairman, to anyone concerned with 

the rights and dignity of man, the latest 
work measurement system put into effect by 
the· Post Office Department is an affront. 
It is a system which takes no account of the 
human element and postal clerk morale has 
suffered badly as a consequence. The United 
Federation of Postal Clerks has made repeal 
of this system its most important issue this 
year and has turned to the Congress for aid. 

The postal clerks have been forced to in
volve the Congress as the Post Office Depart
ment has refused to negotiate the issue. 
Although the federation has obtained ex
clusive right to represent all postal clerks 
nationally on working conditions and other 
matters, the contract signed March 20 ignores 
work measurement. Perhaps the Post Of
fice Department feels that this system is a 
part of management "rights" or "preroga
tives." But any system which has aroused 
so much hard feeling among loyal employees 
merits .negotiation. Industrial unions have 
been ab~e to bring similar issues into the 
bargaining sphere and the Post Office's atti- · 
tude seems undUly rigid. 

Let me quote a few references to this sys
tem by the affected postal employees in var
ious sections of the country. The president 
of the postal clerk union in Boston said that 
"* • • the use of entirely unrealistic stand
ards has caused a new low of employee 
morale in the post office. The honest and 
hard worker who for many years has given 
the Department good production is being 
discriminated against due to the unrealistic 
standards and the deceit of fellow workers 
·who have less scruples in the means they 
employ to secure production slips." A postal 
clerk from Worcester, Mass., writes 
"* • • that this system has ·been a destruc
tive double-talking instrument that has said 
what it didn't mean, and meant what it 
didn't say • • • it has in1licted an injustice 
and disservice to every distributor in the 
postal service!' A Columbia, S.C., local felt 
"• • • that this system can lead employees 
into a mental state that may result in indi
vidual , nervous disorders." Seattle, Wash., 
clerks call the system a "* • • hateful and 
unfair prac.tice . of ·individual hara,ssment." 
Members of a Brooklyn local paraded in our 
National Capital carrying placards which de
manded the burial of the guidelines. Surely 
.this is an authentic grassroots cry for re
dress. 

Why has the Post Office Department in-
1licted this system upon its workers? It 
claims that it would have to spend $100 
million more a Y$lar if the work measure
ment system were eliminated, but this esti
mate is open to question. Frankly, I do not 
believe it. How much money is spent to 
operate this system-to count and tabulate, 
to revise and restudy standards? In some 
cases employees have been told that stand
ards which have been heretofore vigorously 
defended by management are to be changed. 
Of course, · most of these standards are 
changed in the upward direction, sometimes 
as muc:;h as 15 percent. How accurate and 
scientific is such a system? 

The fallacy of all work measurement sys
tems from the time of Frederick Taylor, the 
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pioneer of the scientific management move
ment, is the failure to tak~ into account 
the individual differences of workers. Tay
lor's standard of the "quickest time of the 
most expert men" is no longer used, but some 
of the current standards are as open to 
question. They all assume that there is 
one best way for all of 'the workers per
forming the task. They all proclaim that 
they are scient~c but fail to prove it. 

An Assistant Postmaster General, Mr. 
Frederick C. Belen, in testimony before 
House Appropriations Committee hearings 
last February, stated his belief in the su
perior! ty of the Post Office measuring system 
over that carried on in private industry. 
"I think,'' said Mr. Belen, "in almost every 
instance where a job is measurable, private 
enterprise measures it, but I do not think 
·it is done as scientifically or on as wide
spread an area as we do. I believe that we 
have the largest work measurement system 
that exists." Perhaps the Post Office does 
have the largest system b'qt that hardly 
proves that it is the best or the most scien
tific. Indeed, the Post Office has had to 
abandon national standards in favor of local 
standards. Applying generalized data to 
specific widespread operations must have 
been too much even for the Post Office's 
superscientific staff. 

What basis does the Post Office have for 
thinking that its work measurement system 
is more scientific than those existing in in
dustry? Industry assembly lines work with 
standard components and products but the 
product of the Post Office is not uniform. 
The legibility of addresses will vary. The 
size and thickness of letters will vary. Busi
ness metered mail is often presorted. One 
clerk was able to sort at a rate 250 percent 
above the standard by handling metered 
mail. Also, the Post Office cannot control 
.the volume of mail handled as a manufac
_turing plant can control its output. Post 
offices must service the mail as it comes in. 
All of these variables make it highly un
likely that Post Office standards can ever be 
the same as those of industry. 

Over the years, the Post Office has had a 
number of systems; WPS, work performance 
standards, BMT, basic motion time study, 
and equated pieces of mail production, 
EPOM. All of these purported to be accu
rate and scientific, yet they were aU super
seded. The newest system is an outgrowth 
of the other systems and it is still a work
counting system and a speed-up. 

It seems to me that the speed-up aspects 
of the current Post Office work measurement 
system were admitted by Mr. Belen in an
other part of his testimony. "Basically," 
he said, "what we have is a system that 
measures units. The individual is only 
measured 25 percent of the time. We find 
there is a definite increase in productivity 
during the individual count week. Now, 
we do not propose to say that they could 
maintain that for 4 weeks in a row." If an 
individual is forced to work at a pace 1 
week exceeding what he can possibly be ex
pected to maintain for a month, it seems to 
me that this is certainly a speed-up. Fur
thermore, Mr. Belen admits that 99 percent 
of the postal employees are doing a good job. 
Why, then, have a work measurement sys
tem costing millions to maintain? Just to 
find the 1 percent or less who are doing 
a poor job? This tiny minority always finds 
a way to beat the system, as their fellow 
employees have pointed out. An elaborate 
system is not needed to ferret out this type 
of employee. Firm supervision will do the 
Job. 

The Post Office Department has to cope 
with an increasing volume of mail, and it is 
all well and good to look for ways to increase 
productivity. The human element, however, 
must never be forgotten. A high morale is 
essential to high productivity. 

In the past the Congress has demonstrated 
its concern. !or the ,WOJ.:kers affected by work 
measurement systems. A bill was passed in 
1915 which provided that no Federal funds 
could be used to pay anyone "making or 
causing to be made wtth a stopwatch or 
other time-measuring device" a time study. 
Today stopwatches are no longer used, but 
the aim of the work measurement system is 
the same--to impose rigid standards upon 
workers. I join with my many colleagues 
who have already expressed disapproval of 
these standards. The Congress must act to 
remove this system which has been so dam
aging to the morale of the postal clerks. 
It is doing no goOd. It is doing a great deal 
of harm.. 

PU~C LAW 78, THE BRACERO ACT 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I a.s"t 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
TexaB? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this 

House was recently urged to grant a. 2-
yea.r extension to Public Law '18, the 
Bracero Act. 

This House in its wisdom saw fit to 
reject the extension. I should hope that 
we will reject any extension of this law. 
One of the reasons is that this act per
petuates a. kind of peonage. 

How this can happen was described 
some years ago by a. man familiar with 
this program. This man, the Most 
Reverend Robert E. Lucey, archbishop of 
·san Antonio, wrote: 

The life of a Mexican national working in 
American agriculture is not aU sweetness 
and light. On paper he is protected by the 
International Agreement and the standard 
work contract approved by our Government 
and that of Mexico. Wages, food, housing, 
collective bargaining, and guaranteed em
ployment are all covered in these documents. 
Take, for example, the question of wages. 
The International Agreement states: "The 
Mexican consulate and the representatives of 
the Secretary of Labor will be given a reason
able opportunity to ascertain that the Mexi
can worker has been paid all amounts due 
him under the work contra,ct or this Agree
ment." Mexican consuls are not numerous 
and the representatives of the Secretary of 
Labor are chiefly compliance omcers who are 
few and far between. If a. bracero is cheated 
out of half of his wages and the nearest 
Mexican consul is 300 miles away, just what 
does the poor bracero do? Should he start 
walking around the country, looking for a 
compliance officer? And what about his job 
when he takes a walk? 

But even if the woods were full of consuls 
and compliance officers, the Agreement would 
be unworkable. The bracero is a stranger 
in a strange land. He does not speak our 
language. He needs work desperately to live 
and to send a few dollars to his family in 
Mexico. He is practically defenseless against 
t;he greed and rapacity of an unscrupulous 
employer. He may be compelled to live in a 
filthy hovel without heat, without a blanket, 
without a decent bed. He may work 12 long 
hours for 6 hours' pay. Or he may encounter 
bad weather and have no work at all, not 
even the work guaranteed by his contract. 
Yes, he can complain to his employer but 
he had better not say too much because he 
can be fired and returned to Mexico. And 
so the poor bracero, compelled by force and 
fear, will endure any sort of injustice and 
exploitation to gain the few dollars that he 
needs so desperately. This is our national 
disgrace. 

CIVIL RIGHTS PROPOSALS 
Mr . . ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I am bit

terly opposed to the so-called civil rights 
proposals of the President. Most of 
them tend to expand unreasonably the 
powers of the Federal Government over 
the rights and privileges of the vast 
majority of the citizens of our Nation. 
In an effort to give favored treatment to 
a. small minority, the proposals, if en
acted into law, will deprive the majority 
of the right to choose their associates 
and give to a. favored minority special 
privileges and preferred treatment. 

In addition, some of the proposals de
prive citizens of the right of the free use 
of their property and are clearly un
constitutional. They are an invasion 
of the personal liberty and freedom of 
the people gqa.ra.nteed under the U.S. 
Constitution. 

The proposals are an attempt by the 
administration to buy the political sup
port of an organized minority tO the 
great detriment of the overwhelming 
majority of the people of this country. 
It is a. sellout of our freedom which has 
meant so much to the peace and tra.n
quillity of our country. 

I propose to fight these proposals to 
the last ditch in the hope that the people 
of America. will a. waken to what is hap
pening before it is too late. It is an 
attempt to set up a small minority of 
supercla.ss citizenship. We must not let 
this happen. 

THE OIL niDUSTRY 
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to ·address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. P~ELL. Mr. Speaker, two re

cent actions have dealt severe blows to 
the vital oil industry of this Nation. 
These two actions have seriously dis
turbed me because of the serious situa
tions which already have engulfed this 
industry in a. struggle for economic sur
vival. 

The first of these two disturbing events 
was Presidential Proclamation No. 3541, 
which appeared in the Federal Register 
on June 13, 1963. This -proclamation 
had the effect of increasing oil imports, 
according to my information, by about 
28,000 barrels per day effective July 1 
over what these imports would have been 
in absence of the proclamation. 

Acting under section 232 of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, the President 
proclaimed that, effective July 1, 1963, 
"the ma.x:iinum level of imports, subject 
to a.lloca.t~on, of crude oll, unfinished oils, 
and finished products other than resid
ual fuel oil to be used as fuel shall be 
an amount equal to the difference be
tween 12.2 percent of the quantity of 
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crude oil and natural gas liquids which 
the Secretary of Interior estimates will 
be produced in these districts-I-IV
during that allocation period and the 
quantity of imports· * * * which the 
Secretary of Interior estimates will be 
imported into these districts during that 
allocation period." · 

The effect of this proclamation, as I 
said, will be to increase the imports of 
oil by about 28,000 barrels daily over 
what the imports would have been in ab
sence of the proclamation. 

To say the least, I am very disap
pointed by this latest development in fa
vor of foreign oil interests and further 
discriminating against the domestic oil 
producers on whom we must depend for 
oil supplies in event of national emer
gency. This further move toward de
terioration of the domestic oil industry 
is part of a long-range trend which 
must, in the interests of national secu
rity, be reversed before our ability to find 
and produce oil domestically is irrepara
bly impaired. 

The second disturbing event was the 
action. earlier this week by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means to increase 
the tax burden on the oil industry by 
approximately $50 million per year. 

On June 10, the committee had wisely 
decided to reject the administration pro
posals relating to the carryover of de
ductions for intangible dlilling and de
velopment costs, aggregation of oil and 
gas properties, and foreign operations. 

Then, en June 17, the committee re
versed its :field and tentatively approved 
language under which "gain on the sale 
or exchange of mineral interests would 
be treated as ordinary 'income to the ex
tent that intangible drilling and de
velopment costs which have been ex
pensed are attributable to that portion 
of the property still remaining in the 
ground. The provision would apply in 
the case of intangible drilling and de
velopment costs in the case of oil. This 
does not apply to depletion taken or de
ductible exploration . costs. Remaining 
gain would be treated as capital gain, 
and eligible for the 30-percent inclusion 
factor where the property had been held 
for 3 years or more. 

According to the Treasury Depart
ment, this tax revision, if adopted, would 
result in a tax increase of $20 million on 
the oil industry. The very nature of the 
oil busineSs and this particular provi
sion will result in almost all of this tax 
load being placed on the small oil opera
tor who can least afford it. 

The other provision adopted by the 
committee relates to the aggregation of 
oil and gas property. The recommenda
tion of the administration was tentative
ly approved by the committee. Treas
ury estimates that this provi~?ion would 
result in an added tax burden to the 
oil industry of $30 million per year. 

Under this prov.ision, the operating 
unit rule of present law in the case of 
oil and gas properties would be elimi
nated, and instead of this, the taxpayer 
could either maintain separate deposits 
as separate 'properties or could elect to 
combine all deposits falling within a 
single lease or acquisition, but could not 
combine different leases or acquisitions. 
An exception would be permitted to the 

lease rule · where an oil or gas producer 
enters into a so-called unitization agree
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, as I told the Committee 
on Ways and· Means when I appeared 
before them in opposition to the oil
related tax proposals on March 27, 1963, 
the oil industry now enjoys only av
erage profits when compared with other 
industry. This industry must compete 
with other industry for capital. These 
new tax burdens, if adopted, would de
crease the profits of the industry, and 
make it more difficult for the oil industry 
to obtain vital new operating capital. 

This involves much more than just a 
decrease in profits. Far more than just 
a loss of jobs in the oil industry is 
involved. As I told the committee: 

It involves the possible loss of jobs in steel 
mills and fabricating plants; the loss of 
cement sales, machinery sales, truck sales and 
corresponding losses in many other areas. 

Oil producers would find it less attractive 
to reinvest their own money in oil ventures. 
They would find it increasingly difficult to 
attract the outside risk capital that now con
tributes to their operations. The seriousness 
of the resulting slowdown in drilling activity 
would grow as the Nation's burgeoning de
mand for energy bit deeper and deeper into 
our presently held reserves. 

Eventually, to rekindle interest in drilling, 
prices would rise and the consuming public 
would feel the real impact of the change in 
the tax laws. 

. Unquestionably, Mr. Speaker, any 
governmental actions that depressed our 
petroleum producing industry would 
jeopardize the Nation's future safety. In 
case of war we must have enough oil 
available to assure victory. In other 
short-of-war emergencies, such as Suez, 
our domestic producing capability might 
well be invaluable. 

Lest we forget, the Soviet Union is try
ing to force its way into many free world 
oil markets long served by American 
concerns. This Russian activity is po
litically inspired. They are obviously 
attempting to use their growing supplies 
of crude as an offensive weapon in the 
cold war. 

Any change in the tax laws which 
would further impair our oil producing 
capacity in the United States is clearly 
not in the national interest Any such 
change would clearly be in direct conflict 
with our goal of stimulating the national 
economy. Any such change would dam
age our cold war position by reducing our 
capacity to :find and produce this vital 
product, petroleum. 

Mr. Speaker, my fervent hope is that 
the Committee on Ways and Means will 
again reconsider their position on this 
matter and adopt their original position 
of rejecting the whole package of oil
related tax proposals. It is my further 
hope that the trend of Executive action 
indicated by Presidential Proclamation 
No. 3541, and other actions in this area in 
the past, will be quickly reversed, and 
that we will see future actions reserving 
an adequate portion of the domestic 
petroleum market for the domestic pro
ducing industry. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MEXICAN LABOR 
Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, because 

Public Law 78 was not extended by ac
tion taken ~n this Chamber, the Cali
fornia strawberry industry is in very 
serious danger. I should like to point 
out that this is a $35 million industry 
which provides $28 million in income to 
other industries that serve the growers 
of strawberries. 

I have today received a letter from a 
very reputable grower and shipper of 
produce, including strawberries, Mr. W. 
C. Day, of Day & Young, Inc., in my con
gressional district. So that Members 
may have the benefit of the views ex
pressed in this letter, I am including it 
in my remarks. It reads as follows: 

DAY & YOUNG, INC., 
Santa Clara, Calif., June 17,1963. 

Hon. CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
Representative in Congress 10th District, 

House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Believe me CHARLEY: The recent action 

relative to Public Law 78 has thrown 
your good district into quite a turmoil. I 
can't see why our California Congressmen 
failed to realize the importance of Mexican 
labor in continuing that tremendous agri
cultural activity we have here. 

I am referring not only to agriculture 
generally but to strawberries in particular. 
For your information the strawberry crop 
of California is worth about $35 million a 
year. Then when one considers others who 
live off the California crop such as local 
field labor, shipping carton manufacturers, 
freight, express, plants fertilizers freezing 
industry, it amounts to another $28 million. 

I am only dealing with the strawberry 
industry because with that I am more fa
miliar. I don't believe enough local labor 
could be accumulated to handle a crop of 
strawberries 10 percent the size of our pres
ent industry. 

I certainly hope you will throw all of your 
weight behind this thing for a reconsidera
tion to make possible reimportation of the 
Mexican braceros in future years. You will 
doubtless receive many letters and you will 
obtain information relative to many other 
row crops requiring men that will spend the 
day with their bodies in the shape of a horse 
shoe and believe me there's no local men that 
will do it. 

I don't think you could perform a finer 
service for your district nor for California. 
generally in agriculture then to exert your 
very best efforts toward a reconsideration 
which might result in an extension of Pub
lic Law 78. I do not hesitate to bring 
this to your attention and I haven't both
ered you very much but this is so very im
portant to agriculture that I felt sure that 
some letters from your constituents would 
be in order. 

I enjoy your letter which has reached me 
regularly and I believe you are doing a fine 
job. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W. C. "JERRY" DAY. 
DAY & YOUNG, INC. 

THE UPSET VICTORY IN CALIFOR
NIA-A TRIBUTE TO CALIFORNIA 
VOTERS AND TO BOB WILSON 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the · gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 

election of Republican Del Clawson of 
Compton, Calif., to fill the vacancy in 
our ranks created by the untimely death 
of our distinguished colleague, Repre
sentative Clyde Doyle, is significant. 

It is significant because this was an
other seat which the Republicans were 
not supposed to win. 

Above and beyond the outstanding 
qualifications of the Republican candi
date, Del Clawson, and the dedicated, 
hard working organization which turned 
out the votes for his victory, we must not 
lose sight of the role of the gentleman 
from California, Congressman BoB WIL
SON who fills a hard and difficult position 
as chairman of the National Republican 
Congressional Committee which coordi
nates the activity behind every Republi
can congressional campaign and particu
larly those where special elections are 
necessary. 

You can look at the outcome of elec
tions like this and know how effective 
the gentleman from California, BoB WIL
soN, is in directing his committee. In 
this particular instance he led other 
Californians in developing a plan and 
strategy which resulted in victory. You 
can be sure that on our side of the aisle, 
we are deeply grateful for his leadership~ 

Two other factors stand out in this 
election: One is the presence of Presi
dent Kennedy in California immediately 
before this election. This is a setback 
to his prestige and to his programs. A 
predominantly Democratic district has 
elected a R-epublican in the face of Pres
ident Kennedy's visit to the scene. This 
brings us to the other factor which is 
the good judgment of the California 
voters to whom I wish to pay tribute. 
They have expressed an independence 
of the outside influences which are 
brought to bear in elections of this kind 
and they have exerted good commo~ 
sense in the Lincolnian tradition by 
electing Del Clawson. 

THE LATE CARL BROWN 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. SCHWENGEL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 

Watershed Letter of the National Asso
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts for June 3, carries a tribute to 
the late Carl Brown, an authority on 
watershed protection and flood preven
tion for the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. 

Before his death, Carl Brown was of 
inestimable service to my staff and me in 
drafting many of the details of the "Mis
sion '76" program which I am promoting 
to complete all of the Nation's major 

watersheds by 1976 instead of year 2000 
as originally proposed. 

It is appropriate, therefore, for me to 
join in this recognition o:f Carl Brown's 
great contributions to watershed devel
opment by placing in the RECORD the 
tribute which was carried in the Water
shed Letter: 

A TRIBUTE TO CARL BROWN 

Early last month the watershed movement 
lost one of its true champions-Carl B. 
Brown, who died in Washington, D.C., fol
lowing a heart attack. A tribute was paid 
to Carl, wh-:> was assistant to Hollis R. Wil
liams, Assistant Administrator for Water
sheds in SCS, at the lOth National Water
shed Congress in Philadelphia. Presented at 
the opening general session by C. R. "Pink" 
Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute, this tribute expresses 
in words more fittingly and eloquently than 
ours, the feelings of thousands about Carl's 
most untimely death. The tribute: 

"This is our lOth National Watershed Con
gress in 9 years. 

"But long before we first met--many years 
before-a young man dedicated all his days 
and most of his nights to the idea in which 
we have been joining for a decade. 

"The young man was Carl B. Brown. The 
idea, of course, was the management and 
treatment of our small watersheds-the long 
neglected area that lay between our vast 
programs for water resource development in 
major river basins and the soil and water 
conservation programs for individual land
owners. 

"Carl Brown, still a young man at 52, died 
suddenly on May 5. The gap left by his 
departure is fully as great as the gap filled 
by the small watershed program. 

"Carl Brown was a brilliant young man in 
a hurry. He earned his first college degree 
at the age of 18 and a graduate degree at 20. 
By the time he was 24 he was nationally 
recognized as an authority on sedimentation. 
His career _was marked by what engineers and 
scientists, even when they opposed him 
characterized as 'the highest level of pro
fessionalism.' 

"More than any man, Carl Brown deserved 
the title of 'Mr. Watershed.' He earned· it 
during 20 years of factflnding and studying 
and dreaming and speaking and writing and 
cajoling. 

"He earned it at endless conference tables 
amid debates and agency discussions. He 
earned it in the dark hours of the night at 
home, pouring into a dictating machine new 
ammunition for a cause that so often ap
peared to be lost. 

"He earned it as one of the principal archi
tects of history-making legislation that gave 
life to the small watershed idea. He earned 
it before the committees of the Congress and 
in the privacy of the offices of influential 
men who learned from him, as indeed did 
we all. 

"He earned it by continuing to the day of 
his untimely death complete devotion of 
mind and heart to the daily implementation 
of the program, to improving it by legislation 
amendments, to defending it from its attack
ers, to making it work better. 

"Most of Carl Brown's adult life was given 
to this ca:use. Perhaps, as he gave to it, so 
it also took from him and lessened his days 
upon earth. 

"'Mr. Watershed,' we pray that you rest in 
peace." 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the gentle-

man from New York [Mr. HoRTON] may 
extend his remarks at this point ln the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to note the President's support of 
a number of civil rights proposals whose 
enactment, I feel, is essential to the wel
fare of this nation. 

Early this year, when I introduced the 
first of two civil rights bills, I urged that 
Congress extend greater legal protec
tion to those being denied their Con
stitutional rights. Recent events have 
made the prompt passage of such 
measures assuring equal protection of 
the laws even more imperative. 

The time for talking is over. The time 
for action is here. Let us lay aside what
ever political, social and economic dif
ferences that divide us and unite in pro
viding the necessary legal tools which 
will guarantee all citizens the rights 
which are inherently theirs. 

I accept the challenge to stay in ses
sion until such legislation is enacted. 
No domestic issue holds higher priority. 

UNITED STATES-HUNGARIAN 
POLICY 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New Hampshire [Mr. WYMAN] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, this Gov

ernment's policy toward Hungary has 
long been of concern to me, going way 
back to the time that Winston Churchill 
recommended that we invade through 
the Balkans. Had we done this, there 
probably would never have been the dis
mal record of satellite suppressions by 
the Soviet Union that have been the fate 
of the Balkan peoples. 

I believe that it was wrong for us, 
through Radio Free Europe, the Voice of 
America, and in many other ways, to en
COW'age peoples in satellite nations to 
rise up and rid themselves of communism
only to do nothing to give military help 
when this happened in Hungary. It 
seems to me that if it is to be the policy 
of the Western World to encourage peo
ples living crushed under communism's 
heavy heel to rebel against communism 
that it should also be the policy of the 
Western World to be prepared to give 
material assistance if this should happen 
as it did in Hungary. 

We were no more prepared with a de
finitive and realistic policy for the Hun
garian uprising than we were for the 
contingency that a U-2 might be shot 
down over the Soviet Union. America's 
handling of foreign policy ever since the 
end of Woild Warn has, for the most 
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part, comprised an astonishing series of 
grievous errors .that in any ball game 
would probably result in a new manager. 
Amazingly, however, the propaganda 
mills of the State Department as well as 
those of the White House, under what
ever administration, have succeeded in 
persuading too many Americans that re
treat has been victory, appeasement has 
been progress, and compromise of prin
ciples has been statesmanship. 

Recently, rumor had it that this coun
try's policy toward the present Hun
garian Government might change again. 
With this in mind, on May 16, 1963, I 
wrote to the Secretary of State affirm
ing my personal opposition to recogni
tion of Communist governments any
where and particularly the Hungarian 
Communist Government. Yesterday, 
June 18, more than a month later, I 
received a reply from Assistant Secretary 
of State Dutton that I believe is of inter
est to the House in relation to Hungarian 
affairs. This correspondence read as 
follows: · 

Hon. DEAN Rusx, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 16, 1963. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: A recent flurry of 
news reports and rumors hint there is 
thought of resuming full diplomatic rela
tions with Communist Hungary on the part 
of the U.S. Government. One Associated 
Press reporter stated that congressional 
sanction is not necessary to restore full 
diplomatic relations with Hungary. 

I would appreciate it if you would advise 
me whether or not this is so; (a) That the 
Department is considering such recognition, 
and (b) that it requires no congressional 
sanction. 

I am unalterably opposed to recognition 
of Communist governments anywhere, and 
most particularly the Hungarian Commu
nist Government. I believe it is a blot on 
our honor that we should have encouraged 
the Hungarian people to rise up and rebel 
against communism only to fail to help 
them ·in their hour of need. Whether by 
way of Radio Free Europe, Crusade for Free
dom, or whatever means, it has long been 
implicit in our policy that we would help 
our friends. To me, our failure to do so in 
Hungary is just one more illustration of the 
kind of wizening up of American character 
and principle that has reach~d alarming pro
portions in the last ~5 years. 

I do most sincerely urge upon you never 
to let it be a part of the record of your ad
ministration as Secretary of State that you 
recognized a Communist government as a 
lawful Government of Hungary. 

Respectfully, 
LoUIS C. WYMAN, 
Member of Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
June 18, 1963. 

Hon.LoUis C. WYMAN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WYMAN: The Secretary 
of State has asked me to reply tO your letter 
of May 16 in which you express your opposi.; 
tion to recognition of and restoration of full 
diplomatic relations with the Hungarian 
Government. The Department appreciates 
your interest in this matter and welcomes 
the opportunity to discuss the questions 
that you have raised and to clarify the U.S. 
position in the Hungarian situation. · 

Recent developments in HUngarian atrali-s 
do not, in fact, involve any question of recog-
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nition or resumption. of diplomatic relations. 
At the end of World W~ II, the U.S. Govern
ment recognized and entered into diplo~atic 
relations with the Hungarian Government. 
Although there have been various govern
ment changes in Hungary since that time, 
U.S. recognition has never been withdrawn, 
and there has been no interruption or sus
pension of diplomatic relations with Hun
gary. The American Legation in Budapest 
has remained in existence and in operation 
throughout the period since 1945. 

At the time of the Soviet armed suppres
sion of the Hungarian national uprising in 
November 1956 and during the period of 
harsh internal repression that followed the 
Soviet intervention, the U.S. Government 
withheld the accreditation of its minister 
who had arrived in ·Budapest immediately 
prior to the Soviet attack. Subsequently, in 
February 1957, this Government withdrew 
h1in from Hungary. The American Legation 
in Budapest has since been headed by a 
Charge d'Affaires ad interim, as has the Hun
garian Legation in Washington. In the pe
riod since 1956, United States-Hungarian 
relations have been subject to strain and 
have remained generally inactive and mini
malin all fields. 

It is the Department's view that the re
duction of bilateral relations to minimal 
levels after the events of 1956 and the pres
sures brought to bear on the Hungarian Gov
ernment in the United Nations over the same 
extended period have served a useful pur
pose. This course of action, reinforced by 
the continuing impact of the Hungarian 
r~volution and the by the quiet but per
sistent efforts of this and other Western gov
ernments through diplomatic channels to 
encourage the Hungarian Government to 
moderate its internal policies, has undoubt
edly helped to bring about the favorable de
velopments and changes which have improved 
the lot of the Hungarian people during the 
past 2 years and made their situation com
paratively better than that of the peoples 
in other Soviet bloc countries except Poland .. 

It is true, of course, that the present Hun
garian Government was imposed on the 
Hungarian people by Soviet armed interven
tion in 1956. But it is equally true that the 
harsh regime of Matyas Rakosi, which 
usurped power in _Hungary in 1947 _from a 
freely elected government and ruled by re
pression and terror until 1956, was also im
posed as a result of Soviet duress and So
viet intervention in Hungarian internal 
affairs. Moreover, the Communist govern
ments in the other Soviet bloc states of 
Eastern E.urope, no less than the Government 
in Hungary, were forcibly imposed on the 
peoples of those states, owe their existence to 
the support of Soviet power, and (except for 
Poland) are no less subject to Soviet domi
nation. The continued U.S. recognition of 
and maintenance of diplomatic relations 
with the Hungarian Government is not. 
therefore, of essentially different aspect 
than continued U.S. recognition of and 
maintenance of diplomatic relations with 
other Soviet bloc governments. The main
tenance of diplomatic relations at any level 
with these governments in no way signifies 
U.S. approval of the origin, character, or 
policies of these governments. The U.S. 
Government has clearly and repeatedly af
firmed that it does not accept the status quo 
of Soviet domination in Eastern Europe as a 
satisfactory or permanent condition of 
affairs in that area. 

The situation in Hungary, as in Eastern 
Europe generally, is not a static but rather 
an ever-changing situation. In such cir
cumstances, it is a basic U.S. concern, in ad
vancement of U.S. interests and the just 
aspirations of the Hungarian and other So
viet-dominated peoples, to utilize all appro-

priate opportunities for maintaining and 
broadening U.S. contacts with these peoples, 
for manifesting continuing interest in their 
welfare, and for making the U.S. presence 
and influence felt in that area in: as many 
effective ways as possible. · 
. The future course of u.s: bilateral rela

tions with Hungary will depend on many 
factors and developments, and we do not 
anticipate any dramatic or sudden changes 
in this regard. In the further examination 
and consideration of United States-Hun
garian relations, however, it is reasonable 
that this Government should regard those 
relations as subject to adjustment as condi
tions and developments may warrant from 
the point of view of U.S. interests and ad
vantage. As this suggests, the Department 
has no plan to send a Minister to Budapest 
at this time. You know, of course, the Pres
ident appoints Ministers by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 

There is a further point raised in your 
letter that the Department believes may 
refiect some misunderstanding and should, 
therefore, be clarified. This concerns your 
expressed belief that it is a blot on our hon.: 
or that we should have encouraged the 
Hungarian people to rise up and rebei 
against communism only to fall to help them 
in their hour of need. 

The U.S. Government at no time encour
aged the Hungarian people to open and vio
lent rebellion. The 1956 Hungarian upris
ing did not result from incitement to revolt 
from abroad but rather, as the findings con
tained in the authoritative Report of the 
Special Committee on the Problem of Hun
gary (United Nations General Assembly Of
ficial Records: 11th Session, Supplement 
No. 18, Document A/3592, New York, June 
1957) make clear, was entirely indigenous 
and spontaneous in origin and character. 
In concluding its report, the Special Com
mittee stated: 

"What took place in Hungary in October 
and November 1956 was a spontaneous na
tional uprising, due to long-standing griev
ances which had caused resentment among 
the people. • • • 

"The thesis that the uprising was fomented 
by reactionary circles in Hungary and that 
it · drew its strength from such circles and 
from Western imperialists failed to surviv~ 
the committee's examination. From start to 
finish, the uprising was led by students, 
workers, soldiers, and intellectuals, many of 
whom were Communists or former Commu
nists .••• 

"The uprising was not planned in advance. 
It was the universal testimony of witnesses 
examined by the committee that events took 
participants by surprise." 

Upon the outbreak of the uprising, this 
Government did am.rm its belief in the just-. 
ness of the Hungarian people's cause and of 
their aspirations for national independence 
and freedom. It played a leading part in 
placing the Hungarian case before the United 
Nations and in organizing and supporting 
humanitarian relief assistance and refugee 
resettlement measures aimed at alleviating 
the suffering of the Hungarian people. We 
believe that these and other actions taken 
by this Government in the circumstances 
existing at that time were entirely consistent 
with our national honor and principles. 

If I can be of any further assistance to 
you, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G. DUTTON, 

Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Speaker, though the refinements 
of the sophisticated phraseology of this 
letter imply that American policy in re
lation to Hungary is not about to change. 
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there is nevertheless the implication 
that because the U.S. Government at no 
times encouraged the Hungarian rebel
lion, and spoke in protest on behalf of 
the Hungarian people in the United Na
tions after the rebe111on had aborted, 
that we should get some kind of a medal. 

The process of training for expertise 
in international diplomacy is a long 
and complicated road. Unfortunately, 
many who take this road seem to l~e 
sight of where they are going. They 
do not see the forest for the trees. Here 
l fear that we fall to recognize that the 
only course for America that can assure 
the world's respect for our leadership is 
a course 1n which our devotion and ad
herence to the fundamental principles 
of freedom and justice for all shines 
clear as a beacon light. Firmness in de
cisions to stand up for freedom has been 
so notoriously lacking in the policies of 
the Department of State it is difficult 
for us to claim much credit in world 
leadership. In Guatemala, in Lebanon, 
in Quemoy and Matsu, and in Formosa, 
yes. But almost everywhere else it has 
been compromise, surrender, or outright 
appeasement. 

This country can honestly derive little 
satisfaction in being the champion in 
the U.N. of once freedom-loving but now 
dead Hungarians. Our policy must be 
changed so that we will not engage in 
diplomatic relations with Communist 
gangsters and murderers whether the 
interchange is in the form of an em
bassy or a legation. We must let the 
peoples of the world know that we stand 
with those who are ready to fight and 
give their lives for freedom and that we 
will help them in their struggle, not just 
QY applause from the sidelines, but as an 
actor like F.D.R. was with lend-lease. 

Our sorry record of pussyfooting with 
halfway measures or excuses for failure 
to fight for freedom in the face of one 
showdown after another should be 
ended once and for all. Within the De
partment of State are hundreds and 
hundreds of personnel whose contribu
tions to these sorry policies are a matter 
of record and who continue to influence 
these policies every day. I am con
vinced that it would be in the best in
terests of this country to shake up this 
Department radically and to put most 
of these architects of disaster out to pas
ture for good. 

I fall to see how any of us can de
rive pride, satisfaction or comfort from 
the continued gains by the Soviet Union 
and its bloc in the tremendous struggle 
for the balance of power in the world. 
Our sorry performance in Hungary is 
another unhappy chapter in this book. 

DEPRESSED AREAS BILL 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, much has 
been said about the recent defeat of the 
Area Redevelopment Act. As the record 
will show, I was the only Kentuckian 
who voted against this legislation. I 
have been chided in my local press for 
this action. While usually only objectors 
write, I have received innumerable com
plimentary letters and only one lone crit
ical postcard. This is despite much sup
posed "bad" publicity by my local press. 

This criticism of my vote is reportedly 
because eastern Kentucky is what is 
called a depresSed area by advocates of 
this legislation. In this connection, the 
following is just one of the favorable let
ters I have received: 

LoNDON, KY., June 17, 1963. 
Hon. M. C. SNYDER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

CONGRESSMAN SNYDER: I WOUld like to con
gratulate you for standing up and voting your 
conscience on the Kennedy giveaway pro
gram, the so-called depressed area bill. 
You sure voted right. I operate two mining 
companies and employ about 250 men. It is 
a tough struggle to stay in business, espe
cially coal business, which we are operating 
on less than 1 percent profit on sales and 
investment. We are paying the maximum 
unemployment insurance 4% percent. We 
need at least 50 more men to work but just 
can't get them, in fact we have the worst 
labor shortage that we have ever had in all 
!)Ur mining profession. The combined field 
in Leslie County needs at least 500 miners, 
yet the Kennedys say we are in a 22 percent 
unemployment bracket. Does this make 
sense to you? This section has become a 
complete welfare State. Unemployment in
surance and free food has trained them not 
to work for a living. 

Enclosed in this letter is an article written 
by me which states facts about eastern Ken
tucky as I know them. Please do what you 
can to help straighten this mess out. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. LEWIS HOWARD. 

OCCUPATIONAL DISEASE 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. JoELSON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, my at

tention has been called to a report pre
sented at a joint meeting of the sections 
on radiology and diseases of the chest of 
the American Medical Association and 
the American College of Chest Physi
cians on June 17, 1963, at Atlantic City, 
N.J. The study was prepared by Dr. 
Irving J. Seliko1f, Dr. Jacob Churg, and 
Dr. E. Cuyler Hammond. It indicates 
to me that we are lagging in the protec
tion of American workers from occupa
tional diseases. 

This report studies the problem of 
lung cancer as well as cancer generally 
in asbestos workers. It traced the case 
histories of 632 members of metropoli
tan locals of the International Assocja
tion of Heat and Frost Insulators and 

Asbestos Workers from 1942 to 1962. 
The report found that the death rate 
from cancer of the bronchus and pleura 
was 6.8 times as high among these as
bestos workers as in the general white 
·male population of the United States, 
both age and date being taken into con
sideration. The report further stated: 

The death rate from cancer of the stom
ach, colon, and rectum was higher among the 
asbestos workers than would be expected 
from the rates reported for the white male 
.population of the United States. 

The research paper reported: 
Asbestos exposure in industry will not be 

limited to the particular craft that utilizes 
the material. The floating fibers do not re
spect job classifications. Thus, insulation 
workers undoubtedly share their exposure 
with their workmates in other trades and 
intimate contact is possible for electricians, 
plumbers, sheet metalworkers, steamfitters, 
laborers, carpenters, boilermakers, foremen; 
perhaps even the supervising architect should 
not be omitted. 

This report makes a most valuable 
contribution. As an author of an occu
pational safety bill, I am convinced that 
we must do more to encourage State pro
grams to eliminate the human suffering 
caused by industrial diseases. 

Dr. Irving J. Seliko1f is practicing in
:ternal medicine in Paterson, N.J., and 
has done considerable research in dis
eases of the lung. Dr. Jacob Churg is 
the director of laboratories for Barnert 
Memorial Hospital, also in Paterson. Dr. 
E. Cuyler Hammond is the director of 
the statistical research at Mount Sinai 
Hospital in New York City, and their 
work was supported by the Health Re
search Council of the City of New York. 

ALLOWING DEFENDANTS IN SUITS 
UNSUCCESSFULLY BROUGHT BY 
THE UNITED STATES TO RE
COVER CERTAIN COSTS 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. LESINSKI] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
M:r. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 

today introduced .H.R. 7140, a bill which 
is designed to allow defendants in suits 
unsuccessfully brought by the U.S. Gov
ernment to recover certain costs. This 
bill would amend title 28 of the United 
States Code by adding a provision for 
the assessment of reasonable attorneys' 
fees and expert witness' fees and, in the 
court's discretion, any and all other di
rect or indirect costs that may be occa
sioned by a successful defendant in any 
criminal or civil suit initiated by the 
Federal Government. 

My purpose in seeking enactment of 
this measure is to require the Govern
ment to take a hard look at any litiga
tions which it may propose to prosecute. 
My attention was directed to a case of 
three companies that last year went to 
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c.ourt and proved their innocence of 
charges that they had conspired to :fix 
the price of a com.modity. They totaled 
up the bills later and learned that their 
collective . cos~ exceeded $750,000. If 
they had not contested the charge, each 
would have faced a maximum tine of 
$50,000, or a total of $150,000. It was 
noted that several other companies in 
which similar charges were made de
cided they could not afford the high 
price of proving their innocence. It was 
commented that in a sense, because of 
the high cost of :fighting the Govern
ment, those companies were robbed of 
the chance to prove their innocence. 
Concern was expressed that the Depart
ment of Justice might begin to use its 
power to make less than responsible 
charges knowing that the accused could 
not afford to defend itself. 

While I do not at this time intend to 
criticize the present operations of the 
Department of Justice in this regard, I 
feel that there should be some law on 
the books in the event circumstances 
might develop in which overzealous offi
cials in the Department might use their 
powers in sqch a manner. 

It is in view of this situation that I 
feel remedial legislation should be en
acted to insure that the Justice Depart
ment will .wisely and reasonably evaluate 
any legal case in which it may be in
volved. 

FREE TRADE POLICY 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. ToLLEFSON] is recognized for 
30minutes. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, busi-
.ness has shown some improvement re
cently and the April employment reports 
indicate that 100,000 workers were added 
to the employment payrolls in manufac
turing industries. However, while total 
nonfarm employment rose to a plane of 
1 million jobs above a year ago, the per
centage of unemployment this April 
stood at 5.7 percent compared with 5.6 
percent a year ago-in other words, a 
slight increase. 

This means, of course, that we are not 
employing workers as fast as they come 
on the scene as a result of population 
increase. One reason lies in more and 
more automation, which spells displace
ment of workers. 

Automation is usually applauded be
cause it reduces cost of production. It 
was our ready acceptance of techno
logical advancement and mass produc
tion that together with some other fac
tors brought us to the forefront in the 
industrial world. In the past it could 
always be said that while the installation 
of laborsaving machinery and equip
ment temporarily displaced workers, 
these always found new jobs and before 
long the increased consumption of the 
goods offered at lower prices led to such 
an expansion in production that even 
more workers were hired. 

This was true in numerous instances 
such as the automobile industry, where 

new developments, discoveries, and in
ventions made it. possible to reduce costs 
radically and to sell the output at popu
lar prices. If the demand for the goods 
was elastic, each significant cost reduc
tion meant a further swelling of con
sumer demand. 

It was in pursuit of this principle, plus 
recognition of the function of fairness 
of competition and consumer purchasing 
power, that we came to lead the world 
in production. 

Yet, the magnetic element in all of 
this was the confidence, derived from 
observation and experience, that a busi
ness well put together and well run, re
paid the struggles, disappointments and 
hardships encountered on the way. The 
vi~ion of good profits acted ~ts a strong 
pulling power from the future to the 
present; and if all went well the future 
continued to beckon and to justify effort, 
alertness, and risk. 

The path was strewn with failures but 
the visible examples of success were suf
ticiently compelling to keep enterprisers, 
new and old, forever at it. The results 
amazed the world. The Second if not the 
First World War was won by the side that 
was joined by our industrial power. 

Today something is wrong with the 
smooth working of this principle, but it 
is not a lack of mechanization and utili
zation of technology. We are producing 
yearly more goods with fewer workers. 
This does not spell indust1ial ineffi
ciency. 

I believe that one source of serious 
trouble lies in our trade policy. Every
one knows that American costs have 
been driven to high levels. We had high 
war costs, foreign aid, high defense out
lays, high wages and high taxes. In 
recent years other countries have begun 
to follow our footsteps in technology and 
production methods. We have shipped 
abroad or exported over $50 billion of 
modern machinery and equipment in the 
past 10 or 12 years. With the use 
of this machinery other industrial coun
tries have greatly increased the produc
tivity of their workers while their wages 
have continued far below ours. 

Import competition began to confront 
many of our industries with very difficult 
problems, the principal one being the 
lower prices at which imports come into 
this country. These imports knifed 
right through the domestic market, at 
first taking 5 then 10 percent and be
fore long 15 or 20 percent and in some 
cases on up to 50 percent or more. 

The cry went up that we must become 
more efficient; and we did-at least to 
the extent of displacing over a million 
production workers from 1950 to 1960 in 
a score of leading industries. It is true 
that employment rose elsewhere but it 
was in the nonproductional activities 
and in State and local government. 
These increases were not enough to over
come the losses of production workers, 
farm labor, and so forth and at the same 
time offset the number of new workers 
arriving every year. 

Now, let. us see is we can detect a differ
ence between the effects of laborsaving 

installations under the circumstances of 
the past when the effort was made in re
sponse to the lure of a fast-growing 
market if lower prices were achieved, on 
the one hand, and tlie same operation in 
response to desperate efforts to stay in 
business, to hold ground already held and 
to avoid being driven out, not by do
mestic competition but import compe
tition, on the other. 

When industry is driven to automa
tion, not because the market outlook is 
good but because it is bad, and not as a 
means of growing up with or opening up 
a growing market, the effect on employ
ment is vastly different. Imports cap
ture the increase in demand generated 
by lower prices and domestic industry 
ends up by perhaps holding its own but 
with the dividend of net displacement of 
workers. This becomes a drag on pur
chasing power and augments a national 
problem. 

If the competition were domestic, a,t 
least domestic employment would reap 
the harvest from lower prices; but in
flexible costs prevent domestic producers 
tn mapy instances from meeting import 
prices. If they do, they sacrifice profits 
and reserves for research and develop
ment, advertising and reinvestment. 

Mr. Speaker, I offer for the REcoRD, 
under leave to extend my remarks, a 
paper prepared by Mr. 0. R. Strackbein, 
chairman of the Nation-Wide Commit
tee on Import-Export Policy on this im
portant subject. His paper has been 
referred to as "an extremely orderly and 
forceful yet reasonable presentation of 
the subject." 

I commend it to the attention of all 
who a1·e interested in our besetting prob
lem. The paper follows: 
FREE TRADE POLICY THROTTLING OuR ECONOMY 

(By 0. R. Strackbein, cha~rman, Nation
Wide Committee on Import-Export Policy) 

The American economy is or was a dynamic 
organism. It is or was preeminently an 
economy of abundance. It will either main
tain that characteristic or it will be trans
formed into a state-governed system in which 
both dynamism and abundll.nce will disap
pear. This follows from the very nature of 
economic dynamism and from its origin in 
the nature of human demand for goods. 
Abundance, in turn, depends on the fortunes 
of an economic system that is essentially 
self-propelling and self-renewing but in
clined to balk if excessively cluttered, bur
dened or restrained. 

All economies are dedicated to the fulfill
ment of man's needs and desires. These 
needs are highly variable but may be regarded 
roughly as falling into two broad categories, 
namely, the primary and secondary ones. 
The primary needs, very simply, are those 
that must be satisfied if man is to subsist. 

The secondary needs are those that lie 
above the minimum level. They may be 
denied satisfaction without courting extinc
tion but not without withholding from life 
the gratifications that distinguish man from 
the lower animals and mark his progress in 
civilization. 

An economy that is dedicated to nothing 
more than provision of goods at the minimum 
level is necessarily a static economy. It will 
do no more than provide food, clothing, 
shelter arid the necessary tools and means of 
locomotion required to furnish these goods. 
Its growth is limited by the population it 
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serves. If the number of people remains the 
same so will the output of the economy. The 
latter will grow only in step with the in
crease in population. 

On the other hand, an economy that 
undertakes to provide means of satisfying 
the secondary needs and desires has before it 
great possibilities of growth and ramification. 
The extent to which it will meet these needs 
depends on a variety of factors. Some of the 
most perplexing problems of economics and 
government arise over this question. 

Most economies of the world do much 
more than merely provide 'the means of 
satisfying the primary needs. There are 
some others, however, that hover close to the 
subsistence level. 

Of all the countries, the United States de
veloped the most productive ecouomic sys~ 
tem in the world and has catered mo:st ex
tensively to the secondary needs and desires 
of the people. This productive explosion 
became most visible in the first half of the 
20th century. As a material civilization this 
country as a result of this forward surge 
has hitherto seen no equal. 

Strangely enough as a country we were 
barely conscious of the origin of our indus
trial and agricultural leadership. As a result 
it has been too much taken for granted. In 
fact, some of the most fruitful factors of the 
combination of elements that together 
achieved the peak of productivity have been 
under heavy attack from some quarters. 
Many heavy-handed efforts have been made 
to discredit and to clothe with ill repute 
some of the very elements that have been 
responsible for the success of the system. It 
may be granted both that some of the criti
cism has been innocent and sincere and that 
some of it was deserved. Nevertheless it 
would be a most unfortunate retribution to 
the critics if their notions should prevail 
and should succeed in .deranging our system 
to the point of perverting its genius in the 
guise of reform. 

To be sure, any system breeds evils; and 
reform is a necessary accompaniment of 
progress; but not all that goes by the name 
of reform is reform. It -may entail changes 
so radical that the system can no longer be 
what it was or perform as it did. This may 
be the result even if the reform bore no such 
intention. At the same time it must be clear 
that not all reform will be fatal or even 
burdensome to the economy. The question 
is how the . changes comport with the inner 
genius of the system. 

Obviously this genius must be understood 
if a judgment is to be made with respect to 
the soundness of past or prospective changes 
and reforms. 

It is important that the composite ele
ments and nature of the system be clearly 
set forth. 

We have, to begin with, the people who 
settled this country. The natives who were 
displaced were not in a stage of development 
that would soon have produced the phe
nomena of production that were witnessed 
here after a few centuries. Therefore the 
character of the people who displaced the 
red Indians must be given a great part of the 
credit; for the rich resources of this country 
were no less present to the aboriginals than 
to the Europeans who displaced them. 

Nevertheless the presence of diversified and 
rich resources was necessary to support the 
productive system that was launched as time 
went by. 

The settlers had a strong penchant for 
freedom and established a system of gov
ernment that incorporated freedom as the 
very essence of its genius. That this was 
a basic ingredient of success of the system 
may be concluded from the settlement of 
other areas of the world equally endowed 
with natural resources by people who estab-

lished different systems of government or 
if they modeled their organic law after ours 
and hailed freedom as an ideal veered se
riously from its mandates in practice. None 
of these countries achieved the productive 
apparatus devised in this country, even 
though they had the example before them 
for some decades. 

We may therefore set down freedom and 
a government that in practice accepted the 
restraints of power as constituent and es
sential elements of the combination that led 
to industrial and agricultural supremacy. 

If we cast about for other elements that 
were indispensable we will recognize initia
tive and self-propulsion as characteristic 
companions of the long period of our de
velopment and accumulation. These were 
but reflections of the motivating forces at 
work; namely, reasonable assurance that the 
enterpriser, developer, and exploiter would 
enjoy the fruits of his visions, labors, and 
efforts. There are those who think that this 
assurance was overdone. Yet, to build pro
ductive empires needed not only vision, reso
lution, courage, and aggressiveness but also 
ambition and a strong ego. To convert a 
continent of mountains and vast ranges of 
prairies, forests, and streams, into a tame 
urbanity in a matter of 150 years needed 
men of acumen and strong inclination, who 
used as grist the ruder characteristics of the 
frontier and the rougher qualities of the 
untamed. 

They smote savages and mountains and 
·drilled through both, deflowered the forests 
and dammed the rivers, connected the plains 
with iron and plowed deep the virgin soil. 
This they did and they built cities and laid 
the groundwork for a culture and civiliza
tion that ironically enough takes their work 
for granted or even despises them for their 
rude strength and want of savoir faire . To 
be sure, they were not idle boulevardiers or 
cynical drones. 

Very well, the land, the soil and the forests, 
the plains and the streams were rich in po
tentia-l products. The settlers were people 
who were already inured to hardship, dis
ciplined in their own fatherlands or mother
lands by the ice of winter to stand against 
privation and to look ahead and to worry; 
yes, to worry whether the provender from the 
sparse harvests would carry through the win
ter or whether the specter of want would 
pursue them before the sun again turned to
ward the meridian for enough warmth to 
kindle new buds and seeds put in the earth 
for new harvests. 

Searching for freedom and thereafter 
schooled to the marrow in freedom and 
jealous of its blessings; then devising and 
building a government designed to preserve 
freedom and to respect mutual rights; and 
accepting the responsibilities and restraints 
of self-government, yet giving to individual 
competence, skill and capability (with some 
exceptions) full leash to prove and estab
lish themselves and to build private empires: 
these assets, too, our people had-and a 
strong faith. 

Yet it will be quickly discerned that even 
this rare combination was not enough. A 
complicated machine has many vital parts; 
without the proper functioning of one part 
among them it will squeak, grate, rattle, or 
falter. We learned on the way, after the 
Civil War, that the tendency to monopoly 
was contrary to the function that we fore
saw or sensed for our economy; namely, the 
furnishing of more goods to more people 
who previously had not enjoyed them, i.e., 
a proliferation and extension of the means 
of meeting more and more of the secondary 
human needs. Monopoly power could and 
probably would stand in the way. 

The concept of competition answered to 
the quest. Competition would keep produc-

tive efforts at their highest and the flow 
of goods to consumers at its greatest volume. 
Soon we learned, however, that competition 
as competition was not the total equation: 
the competition must be fair. We supple
mented the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890 
with the Clayton and the Federal Trade 
Commission Acts and other legislation. The 
purpose was not merely to keep industry 
doing ita best but also to make sure that the 
lower costs achieved through installation of 
laborsaving devices and machinery would be 
passed on to the consumers. In so doing, 
however, we did not endorse cutthroat com
petition. 

It soon became clear that low prices of 
themselves will not assure an absorbent mar
ket for a mountainous volume of goods 
pushed out willy-nilly from production lines. 
The market must have purchasing power. 
Henry Ford is often credited with percep
tion of this fact-something that now seems 
obvious. He instituted the $5 per day wage 
to demonstrate his faith. A people armed 
with good purchasing power could be con
verted into a mammoth market if the right 
product were offered at the right price. 

This concept took hold and our production 
broke all known bounds; but in 1929 as a 
result of the distortions of war and unwise 
postwar operations here and abroad we suf
fered a spectacular crash. The depression 
following the crash led to much regulatory 
legislation and the institution of govern
mental controls in areas that were previously 
free of them. In many instances the legis
lation led to increasing costs and less com
petitive flexibility . One order of legisla
tion, however, was in keeping with the genius 
of our system. It bolstered the mass-pro
duction, :m,ass-consumption concept by re
moving wages (the most important support 

. of the mass market) from the ravages of un
fair competition. The most important of 
these was the minimum wage law. Outlaw
ing of child labor was another. The tariff 
was alre~dy standard equipment as an out
ward defense against low-wage competition. 

If purchasing power were undermined by 
employers who paid relatively low wages, as 
it would be but for the requirement of fair
ness of competition in the wage field, an im
portant support of our uniquely productive 
system would have failed. Goods would 
have crowded our warehouses and shelves 
while facing a sluggish market. By intro
ducing the element of fairness into wage 
competition as it had already been intro
duced into the field of industrial competi
tion, the way was open for expansion of 
purchasing power, not only as the population 
grew, but hand in hand with the productive 
magic of our technology. The cross-fertili
zation acted as a catalyst; i.e., higher wages 
enriched the market while costs were low
ered through technology. This in turn in
creased the output of goods at still lower 
costs thus opening a yet broader market. 
Previr:>usly the lagging of wages always 
meant the overaccumulation of inventories. 
or stock to the point of a breakdown. Con
sumption lagged and an economic crisis was 
frequently the result (with the help of other 
factors). 

Yet, the self-propelling feature that was 
characteristic of our system needed some
thing more, something already mentioned, 
i.e., the magnetic drawing force of profits 
as a reward for success. To repeat, some 
have said that this reward was overdone but 
the men of enterprise needed something to 
draw them on, something to sustain their 
hopes in the dark beginnings of a new in
dustry or a new product, and something to 
justify their chafing disappointments and 
discouraging setbacks as they sought the key 
to a market that was thought or hoped to 
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be there waiting for them. These men were 
not artists, musicians or poe_ts who might be 
satisfied with the plaudits of their viewers, 
hearers, or readers. 

After all, there was no special honor in 
being known as a leading sardine canner or 
maker of rubber tires or talking machines. 
Also there was no lasting esthetic satisfac
tion to be gained from contemplation of an 
accumulation of shovel handles or brooms 
turned out by the thousands. The reward 
must be more robust. 

The manufacturer is no dilettante or vir
tuoso and must often come to terms with 
the very entrails of production, not always 
pleasant, wherein the processes of tearing, 
crushing, boiling, shredding, rasping, ~utting, 
stripping, or melting encompass a raw real
ism that sometimes suffuses the atmosphere 
with special stench, noise, heat, clatter, dust, 
and unrelieved grimness in general. The 
bright products that emerge and give the 
glitter and gilding to our civilization were 
unrecognizable in the bowels of the factories 
and mills, in the course of the processes 
that smelted out the dross, dissolved raw 
stock; pressed, extruded or twisted malleable 
compounds or leeched this material and that 
out of its original crudeness with hostile and 
caustic liquids. To court this sort of world 
calls for a species of nerves and sensory in
sulation not given to everyone, plus a tangi
ble incentive. Between the esthetic world 
and the processors of the goods that delight 
the esthetes there is no early or natural 
affinity. The latter often express their hos
tility while the former simply endure it. 

Yet it is the uninspiring acts of travail 
and parturition that set before u.s most of 
the esteemed goods that we all, esthetes 
and commonalty, consume. As the child 
takes for granted the delights of toys, the de
licious magic of varied candles, or the sheen 
and freshness of new-bought items, so are 
consumers inclined to take for granted the 
great array of goods in the show windows, 
the showcases, on the floors and on the 
shelves. All manner of desires and needs 
are excited by these goods, but little thought 
is given to the effort involved in producing 
them. Window shoppers· spend their 
budgets many times over in their roaming 
fancies, usually admiring the goods that are 
out of their financial reach. In their un
thinking wonderment they do provide a 
measure of the unsated potential demand 
that greater purchasing power would bring 
to life. 

The teasing through displays goes on, 
guided by the designers and manufacturers 
who have mastered the techniques of pro
duction and management and are now seek
ing their justification at the far end; namely, 
consumer demand, which they seek to excite. 
Without consumer acceptance the producers 
could not live. Their initial incentive, 
profit, would not be fulfilled. Thus the con
sumers are used in turn as guides to point 
the way to further production. 

As there are many failures of productive 
enterprise because of misreading of consum
er desires, poor management, etc., the abun
dance nevertheless achieved by our eco
nomic system, not only in gadgets and 
gew-gaws but in the solid appurtenances of 
civilization, represents a tribute both to the 
fortitude and persistence of the enterprisers 
in seeking consumer preferences and the 
power of incentive. 

Erosion of this incentive (i.e., profit, 
status, and power) would therefore be ex
pected to produce negative and regressive 
consequences. Since the incentive <;>f profits 
has provided the element of self-propulsion 
of our system, for which no satisfactory sub
stitute has yet been found, its function 
should be taken seriously. It is not simply 
a callous motive, although it often lends 

~tself to callousness, but represents a mag
netism that finds .a deep affinity in -hum~n 
character; and instead o:t being maligned 
and despised it should be studied and re
fined. .There is an unspoken as well as 
articulate sentiment in this country, alluded 
to above, that holds our productive system 
in contempt, as something crass, ugly. cold, 
or even offensjve. Such sentiment, often 
held by people who would not soil their 
hands of expose their sensibilities to the 
unavoidable offensive aspects of manufactur
ing processes, is apparently blind to the 
distance our industry has already moved, 
not only in providing means of filling needs 
and deslre3 of a large population, far beyond 
anything accomplished elsewhere, but mov
ing increasingly toward the satisfaction of 
.the secondary needs and desires, always 
with progressive (if· seemingly slow) refine
ment, of more and more people. Indeed 
the degree to which this is accomplished 
measures the attainment of productive civi
lization. 

Finally, the combination of factors here 
paraded, still leaves out of account the cru
_cial characteristic that is seated in the na
ture of deinand itself. 

It is sometimes assumed that demand is 
indefinitely expansible. Much mischief may 
result from this error. The demand for 
rice or wheat or any of the staples, such 
as salt, sugar, milk, eggs, meat, etc., is b'io
logically limited by the number of stomachs 
possessed by the population. This is nor
mally one per persor.. In a country that is 
not underfed, the magnitude of demand for 
these and similar products is limited by 
the number of people. · 
. No productive system such as the American 
could be built on a foundation of staple 
products for which the demand is quite 
static. Most of these items lle in the field 
of necessities and fall into the area of pri
mary needs. Much of agricultural activity 
is devoted to production of such goods. Spe
cialty crops, such · as tree nuts, strawberries, 
melons, artichokes, and spices, are exceptions. 

Demand for staple goods is characteris
tically inelastic; i.e., it does not oscillate 
much with price changes. 

There is, however, a class of demand that 
is amazingly expansible. This lies in the 
field of secondary needs and desires. Such 
demand is usually elastic, meaning that it!'! 
volume is sensitive to price changes. This 
is readily understandable when we reflect 
that disposable income for items beyond the 
necessities will only reach so far. If prices 
go up while income remains the same, some 
purchases must be sacrificed, whereas if 
prices fall, more goods can be bought. The 
sacrificial items will fall largely into the 
luxury or near-luxury field; and it is these 
that will be bought more freely if prices fall 
or if income rises while prices remain steady 
or rise less rapidly than income. 

This is preeminently the field that pro
vided the soil for magnification of the Amer
ican productive system. The attack was on 
two fronts (1) reduction of costs in relation 
to the mass income and (2) increase in the 
volume of such income. This was accom
pllshed in the manner already described. 

If an enterpriser had before him an inven
tion or a product for which the demand was 
unknown, he was faced with a difficult prob
lem, mostly financial in character. How test 
demand? Demand might appear to be very 
cold and unresponsive if the cost of the prod
uct was too high wl}.ile it might burst into 
a bonanza if the price were brought down 
sufficiently; but how sense this latent re
sponse? The solution to the problem called 
for a strong faith, much patience and forti
tude---and money. How bring down the 
price? This would require new machinery 
and special equipment. Who would provide 

this on a gamble that the lower cost would 
tap a rewarding market? Money is some
.times· bold but it is not always on the prowl 
for palpable risks. It is easily scared off. 
The sources of its timidity are many. Risk is 
nevertheless often taken if a handsome re
-ward looms as a fair probability. 

If this probability of a reward is offset by 
external circumstances or if the magnitude 
of the probable reward is not heartlifting, the 
risks and agonizing uncertainties wm hardly 
be assumed. Yet again if the outlook is that 
the reward will be greatly reduced (possibly 
by governmental action, such as taxation or 
onerous regulation) or that conditions un
favorable to further success will likely arise, 
a hesitancy that will sap the vigor of venture 
will spread. 

.It was Jn the production of goods with an 
elastic demand that American industrial su
premacy found its cradle. Since, however, 
such goods could be and were also produced 
in other countries without duplicating the 
highly productive American economy, it fol
lows that elasticity of demand of itself did 
not generate the American leadership, even .tf 
it was an indispensable ingredient. 

The OECD (Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development) in a report 
of April 1962, more nearly laid its finger on 
the spot. It said: 

"The first and basic condition for growth 
is that private firms should want to grow, 
and this, in turn depends on their having 
confidence. 

"They need to be confident that they w1ll 
be able to dispose of increases in output at 
a profit." 

This is a statement that implies under
-standing of the function of profits in a cap
itallstic economy and no less the essential 
role played by confidence in such a system. 

The American system, more than any 
other, spread its ventures into all fields of 
production supported by confidence that 
profits would smile at the end of the road 
if the consumer were approached with a suit
able product at an attractive price. Unques
tionably the ground on the way was strewn 
with failures, more numerous by far than 
the successes. Yet, self-confidence and a 
knack for business in a variety of men, kept 
the ventures flowing. 

Enough of them flourished to act as ex
amples to others, and the ranks did not thin 
out but were everywhere replenished and 
kindled anew. 

What was it in the very makeup of goods 
that opened consumers' pocketbooks? The 
necessities, to be sure, came first, but the 
great proliferation of goods that in their 
making employed millions of workers, was 
not found in this field. It was found in 
goods that consumers desired but did not 
need, or did not need in the qualities in 
which they bought them or in the refined 
state or quality that they preferred. A pair 
of shoes may be a pair of shoes, but milady 
does not merely seek a foot cover but much 
else beside, in a variety of forms. Imme
diately such demand, if supported by cash, 
or credit, jumps the biological limit of two 
feet per person by introducing variety, style, 
hues and tints to match this or that design, 
etc., into this lowly appurtenance of living. 
At the same time the primary need is con
verted into the secondary. Some consumers 
make do with two or three pairs of shoes, 
possibly of the same color, while others 
would feel poor and bereft with less than 
a dozen pairs or a score in a variety of styles, 
colors, and stitches. 

Undoubtedly the automobile embodies the 
supreme example, not only of the genius of 
the American productive system, in which it 
was a pioneer, but also of the inner possi
bilities and peculiarities of consumer 
demand. · 
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The automoblle has the advantage of being 

supremely useful while at the same time 
serving other human cravings, weaknesses, 
or inclinations. Aa a useful vehicle it rep
resents a means of locomotion, taking ma.n 
off his feet, as did- and does the horse; 
and it bears burdens. Locomotion repre
sents a prlma.ry need and the automobile 
was superior to the equine form of this com
modity both · In terms ·of speed and the 
poundage it could carry. 

This combination would possibly have 
given us ·uttle more than the automotive 
truck; but the automobile had other ad
vantages, real or spurious. It not only 
moved faster currently than the horse but 
promised to go faster and faster with im
provements in the motor. This fact alone 
gave the vehicle ·an enviable claim on the 
pocketbook. Americans had an inborn de
sire to move faster no less than to break 
previous records. · 

Equine beauty may be of a high order if 
.special care is blended with breeding but the 
ordinary horse presented no great esthetic 
phenomenon whlle the automobile could be 
designed to combine speed with handsome 
features (although it must be admitted in 
retrospect that automobile designers in the 
early years did not, contrary to the opinion 
of the time, bit profusely on beautiful form). 

Since the automobile was never cheap, 
ownership set the owner apart from those 
who continued in a pedestrian status, and 
beyond that, it separated the owner of a 
prestige car from those who must be satis
fied with a fiivver or a jalopy. · 

This ingredient of ownership was invalu
able as a sales lure and as an advertising 
symbol; ·and it came to be exploited severely. 
Since the automobile was not cheap but very 
desirable, a sharp reduction in costs would 
open a gold mine. To the manufacturers it 
was like striklng at a baseball with bases 
loaded. A home run would deliver the thrill 
of a jackpot. Money would roll over the 
gunwales to the floor. Here was a product 
that had an admirable combination of assets 
that fitted it to the mission of bellwether 
of the American system. The demand was 
elastic and therefore could be expanded and 
proliferated if the r.ight key were used .. 

Either actually or bY. legend Henry Ford 
(once more) perceived the golden ore that 
lay below the surface of ordinary purchasing 
power, if he but had the wit to mine it. He 
discovered that the best implement was a 
low price and used it. It did wonders; but 
he could n .ot have done it with butter or 
eggs, wheat flour or beef-i.e .• not in the 
sense of laying a foundation for an industry 
that in turn generated and heavily sup
ported other blg Industries. such· as petro
leum, iron and steel, rubber. glass. repair 
shops. garages, filling stations. :finance _com
panles, not to mention mortuaries. 

Between automobiles on the one end and 
silk hats and carlllons or sweet potatoes and 
onions, eggs and butter on the other. there 
are many gradations of potential consumer 
demand. Not all fields are equally attractive. 
Some are very limited, pedestrian, and even 
dead or moribund. Others offer veritable 
fortunes to bright and energetic enter
prisers. Yet, all segments are under- con
stant probe by some bright or desperate 
entrepreneur who seeks not only a liveli
hood but may also be on the lookout for an 
upgoing elevator or at least an escalator to 
carry him to greater heights: this, so long 
as the outlook is considerably better than 
the security of working for the Government 
or a large corporation. These ambitious 
enterprisers of many llk are the original 
breeders of employment. 

In recent years the quest for lower costs, 
ao ~tlal to penetration and holdi~ of a 
market, has rut. so hard in the old estab-

lished industries that jobs have been faliing 
by the wayside in one industry after another 
even as more goods come tumbling trom the 
production lines; and our plowboys are being 
decimated by our agricultural em.ciency and 
turned into tractor riders or city slickers. 
This means that too many are ·looking for 
too few jobs. 

Even the packagers, freezers, slicers, pre
cookers, etc., who have gone far to replace 
the housewives who in turn have deserted the 
kitchen for the omce and factory, have not 
filled the gap. These caterers to convenience 
employ such highly productive methods that 
one worker does the work of a dozen or a 
score of housewives, all the while working 
less than half as haid. 

The lag of employment in this country is 
very serious and will become worse as more 
men are disgorged from employment and 
whole new armies of war babies come 
knocking on the doors of the employment 
otnces. 

What then has happened to the vaunted 
American industrial system? Has lt be
come too e1ftcient or is it getting old and 
amtcted with hardening arteries, conserva
tism and timidity? Many are tempted to 
say the latter; but the characterization is 
solidly belied by many visible phenomena. 
Mechanical, chemical and other technological 
e1ftciency is displacing workers very rapidly 
in some industries and other pursuits, such 
as coal Il:\lning and agriculture while output 
rises. Without progressive emciency this 
would not happen. Therefore the indict
ment of inemciency fans. 

There is another measUre of the stamina 
of our industry that negates the c_harge of 
anemia. Tbls is foreign investment and ex
pansion of American busine~ activity 
abroad. In this country outlays for new 
plant and equipment in the manufacturing 
industries decllned 6 percent. between 1957 
and 1962 whereas in the foreign field they 
expanded at a Uvely rate. Output of u.s.
owned companies in Europe increased 70 
percent in 1961 over 1957, compared with 
only a 6-percent rise in volume of manu
facturing and mining production in this 
country from 1955 to 1961. 

Employment in this ·country shifted heav
ily into the service trades, professions, com
mercial and governmental activities .. partic
ularly State and local government between 
1950 and 1960. Since 1957 Investment in 
these fields, such as insurance, banking, real 
estate, wholesale and retail trade, increased 
so percent. That is also where employment 
since 1950 increased faster than population 
growth. Again, it is an area that is not 
damaged by import competition. In other 
words, while manufacturing, mining and 
agriculture, aU of them confronting import 
competition or subject to it. were releasing 
workers, nonmanufacturing employment 
rose, but yet not sumclently to offset the de
clines elsewhere. The- result has been a 
stubborn residual unemployment. 

Our problem quite surely is not inem
ciency; nor is it entrepreneurial anemia. 
Our industries are producing abundantly and 
many of them have idle capacity. 

Why then do we not grow as fast as some 
other countries and In any case not fast 
enough to employ the unemployed? The 
latter is the real question, because Europe 
and Japan represent rather special cases. 
Their burst of speed was delayed about 10 
years behind our feverish postwar activity; 
an~ they built more modern plants than 
ours to replace bombed-out facllities and ob
solete plants. Their gain in productivity 
was phenomenal but readily explained. We 
were already far ahead; and they too will 
ca.tch up with the pent-up· war demand even 
as we did. · 

Taxes are mentioned as restraints on in
dustrial activity; and the complaint un
doubtedly has merit. High wages and high 
profits are also cited, but they do in any 
event provide purchasing power. In some 
industries rates of profit, moreover, are de
clining. This fact is widely and properly re
garded as detracting from incentive to 
growth and expansion. 

Yet there is an obvious element of indus
trial discouragement that is seldom cited if 
not ignored altogether. This is rising im
port competition, stlmulated by the national 
policy of tariff reduction. The far-reaching 
effect of this policy in stitllng growth and 
expansion while encouraging laborsaving in
stallations and automation as a means of 
remaining competitive, has not been o1ftcially 
recognized. Rather, there persists a wholly 
irrational obstinacy against entertainment 
of the subject. 

The effects of the policy are becoming 
yearly more obtrusive. Scores of our indus
tries have been browbeaten and intimidated 
into silence or acceptance of a fate they know 
to be regressive, by a stubborn and egregious 
o1ftcial wrongheadedness. 

We witness hundreds of our firms invest
ing billions of dollars in enterprises overseas 
for no reason other than the more favorable 
outlook for profits abroad. No surer barom
--eter reading is. needed. The signals proclaim 
the tragic fallacy of our policy; and we wm 
persist in it at our national economic peril. 

The problem of unemployment in the face 
of galloping technology has indeed been rec
ognized; but an almost pathological shrink
Ing from hard realities has marked the om
cia! reaction. 

Unless steps that conform to the genius 
of the American system are taken the reme
dies will aggravate the problem. An in
crease in employment, for example, that is 
achieved through spot or ad hoc pumped
in money will be temporary. Pump priming 
cannot succeed by Itself because it does 
not shift the se~-pfopelling mechanlsm of 
our system into gear. It is therefore good 
as long as it lasts and no more, unless it -is 
accompanied "by other corrections that do 
restore the self-propelling mechanism to 
health. 

"nle ·profit system, ~ a system, also will 
not come to the rescue. It ts· a question of 
the . climate in which it is to. operate. Our 
system .Is not one that can constantly be 
discouraged, handcuffed, confronted with a 
nagging hostUity. represston and grudging 
toleration, and yet be expected to function 
bountifully. Prosperity cannot be imposed 
on our economy for this reason. It must be 
induced. by looking to the climate. 

The profit system can again, as it has in 
the past, unlock and liberate productive and 
managerial energies that ~annot be .reached 
or ignlted by discontinuous projects de
pende~t upon legislative appropriations. 
There is no likeness between such e1forts 
to impose .prosperity and the Promethean 
magnetism that draws forward from ahead. 
The one . is a dead hand; the other repre
sents the beckoning future. If that future 
is attractive no whip is needed. There is no 
future; no amount of either sticks or carrots 
will beget sustained locomotion. 

.Ainerlca.n capital produced expansion, 
growth, and employment ·because vast po
tentials lay before many enterprises. The 
fortunes of these enterprises (with a few 
notable exceptions such as land grants to 
ra.llroads) did not rely on doles of public 
money dependent in· turn on legislative senti
ment. They prospered because the way was 
open for a. $500 enterprise to grow lnto a 
million or a billion dollar operation, not in
deed tomOlToW, but in a generation. RamJ.-
1lcattons and growth were not· only pos-
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sible but beckoned to those who had the 
vision and the necessary qualities to ful
fill it. 

The real magnet was the prospects of an 
expansive profit, not merely on one large 
transaction, such as building a dam or some 
other publlc work, but through a continu
ing and indefinite future. 

Today actual and prospective import com
petition is closing the door to the type of ex
pansion that is most prolific in generating 
jobs. This is industrial expansion, not public 
works or foreign trade. In 1940 the ratio of 
industrial, mining and agricultural jobs to 
nonproductional jobs was 1 to 1. By 1950 
this ratio had grown to 1 to 1.5 while by 1960 
it had risen to 1 to 2. In other words one 
job at production now supports two non
productional jobs;_ and the trend is st111 up
ward. The best employment seed is therefore 
the production job. Each gives rise to two 
others, with prospects of progressive future 
expansion. 

Imports of finished products represent the 
poorest job-seeds. Raw-product imports are 
better, but only if they do not displace raw 
products produced in this country. If they 
compete directly they displace domestic pro
duction and do not add to employment in 
this country. 

Exports consisting of manufactured prod
ucts do represent as good employment-gen
erating activity as production for the do
mestic market, and in the past our exports 
consisted principally of such goods. 

In recent years, however, our imports have 
come to consist increasingly of finished 
manufactures and manufactured foodstuffs 
while the trend in our exports has been in 
the opposite direction, finished products 
representing a declining share. 

These trends, which may be expected to 
continue, represent for us a losing game in 
terms of employment. Foreign trade is not 
our economic forte. 

Yet, the impact of import competition on 
our economy is much more negative and 
repressive in other respects. The difficulty 
comes from pitching our system against out
side systems that have not in the past or 
do not even now obey the economic man
dates of our system, such as fair competi
tion, both in industry and in wages, preven
tion of monopoly, achievement of a high 
mass purchasing power through high wages, 
freedom of enterprise, etc. Some countries 
appear to be following in our footsteps bUt 
their lower starting point, particularly in 
point of wages, confronts us with great 
difficulties. 

We face several other stubborn difficulties. 
Our industry cannot be driven to do what 
comes naturally to it in the right climate. 
This is the same as saying that if the climate 
is not right our system will not behave in 
the manner that brought it world leadership. 
If the climate is right it will move ahead. 

Do we lack products of the kind that gave 
to our system its many sprouting and 
spreading branches? Is all demand for all 
products saturated? Of course not. We 
have only to glance at the window shoppers 
to answer such questions. 

Something else then must hinder the op
eration of the system. 

An entrepreneur in the past could be quite 
confident that if he launched a new product 
for which there was an elastic demand he 
would be handsomely repaid if he found the 
mechanical means of reducing the costs to 
the common pocketbook level. If the intro
duction of laborsaving machinery at first dis
placed a number of workers, the lower price 
opened more than enough new demand tore
hire the displaced workers. In a few years 
he doubled or tripled his work force. In 10 
years he might have a payroll of 10 or 20 
times the original. 

If he found a way to reduce radically the 
cost of producing an existing product for 
which there was a greater potential demand 
if the price were sufficiently reduced, he 
might perform a similar employment feat. 
After first laying off workers he might in a 
few years' time recoup his work force and 
hire still more hands, perhaps many more. 

The difference between the employment 
potentials in enterprises built around pro
duction of consumer goods, which if success
ful reverberate through the capital goods in 
the form of more demand on them-the dif
ference between such developments and pub
lic works as generators of jobs for the pres
ent and the future, must be obvious. 

Since the mid-1950's this pa;ttern has been 
shattered in this country, with the exception 
of a handful of growth industries, such as 
electronics, aircraft, plastics, synthetics, bio
logicals, certain types of machinery, etc. 

The established industries have moved 
backwards in terms of employment even 
while increasing output. A dozen leading in
dustries during the 1950-60 decade reduced 
employment of production workers by 1,-
056,000. This means that technologically 
they have advanced. In point of employ
ment, however, they have shrunk. The surge 
of demand that would have been expected 
in the past, calling for expansion of the work 
force, has not in many important industries 
come to the rescue. 

The technological efforts were more nega
tive than positive. They represented efforts 
to remain competitive with imports. They 
were not in response to a buoyant confidence 
that saw in the future a burst of demand 
that would swallow a large increase in out
put year after year. Instead the industries 
had seen their future field of demand in
vaded by imports that boasted the advantage 
derived t:rom lower wage costs. These lower 
wage costs lying beyond our legislative con
trol, were of the kind that had been regarded 
as competitively unfair in this country and 
had been outlawed through minimum wage 
and similar legislation to avoid shrinkage ot 
mass purchasing power. 

Little wonder then that the technological 
improvements that were insituted in recent 
years, while indeed displacing workers, did 
not produce the happy results of the past. 
An element that we could not reach (lower 
foreign wages) was in the field and we had 
dismantled our defenses or protection 
against it. Imported goods were supplying 
the increased demand that responded to 
lower prices and our industries were left with 
net displacement of workers. The backwash 
of newly opened demand that would have 
called for hiring more and more workers did 
not rise to a swelling tide. It was despoiled 
by imports. 

Under these circumstances whence could 
come the confidence that the industries 
would "be able to dispose of increases in 
output at a profit?" (OECD quotation.) 

It could come only if there were assurance 
that if operations were expanded or a new 
product launched the market would respond 
favorably. Such assurance cannot be given 
if imports have already demonstrated their 
capacity to capture a growing share of the 
market and, moreover, have access to greater 
shares of the market virtually without 
further restriction. 

Indeed, today, under the provisions of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, the domestic 
market outlook for industry after industry 
is not only bleak so far as holding the 
present share of the market is concerned, 
but forbidding so far as any expansion plans 
that would be of sufficient magnitude to help 
employment is concerned. 

This would be true even if taxes were 
reduced both for the purpose of expanding 
consumer spending and industrial expan-

sion. If consumers gain a greater disposa
ble income they will as readily buy imports 
as the products of domestic industry-often 
more readily because of the cost-conscious 
nature of elastic demand. Therefore the 
market for competing domestic goods would 
not flourish sufficiently to increase employ
ment appreciably. 

Moreover, the confidence-dampening spec
ter of a market contest with goods that do 
not bear the burdens of costs (i.e., imports), 
will not have been lifted from our manu
facturers. 

The genius of the American productive 
system which has provided unprecedented 
abundance, demands recognition of the con
ditions that gave it birth, nourished it and 
swept it to great heights. It cannot survive 
half tntimidated, half free. It can llve with 
domestic curbs and regulations within rea
son but it cannot surmount a paralysis of 
its incentive. That is what an invitation 
to rising competitive imports produces. 
These are already hitting at our leading 
labor-intensive industries, i.e., those heavi
est in employment, while our automating 
industries, facing the same dismal prospect, 
are investing heavily overseas rather than 
here. 

Even our growth industries such as elec
tronics (TV, computers, etc.), synthetic 
fibers, plastics, antibiotics, aluminum, pleas
ure water craft, household appliances, etc., 
to which we have looked for employment 
that exceeds population growth ca.n them
selves no longer look forward with bold con
fidence to an expanding market when im
ports, usually with clear cost advantage, 
intrude upon the scene to spoil the market's 
promise. Seeing their market's bright future, 
such as would entice greater outlays, greatly 
bedimmed, these industries become victims 
of caution one by one. The old assurance of 
the past that lower costs would tap a re
warding consumer response is now the 
special stimulus to imports since they can 
undersell us. They gobble up a great part 
of the demand thus awakened and leave our 
industries with such little room for expan
sion that employment is boosted very llttle, 
if at all. Thus is lost the very matrix of 
our former self-propelling expansion. 

This matrix must be restored nat only to 
our growth industries if they are to continue 
their upward career, but to the old estab
lished industries to prevent their progressive 
employment shrinkage; and the hand of as
surance that our system previously extended, 
not by way of help but through a conducive 
climate, to new industries must again be 
held out not only to new industries but to 
those not yet born if we are to recoup our 
lost ground. 

The point of no return is not far distant. 
Therefore, early action is imperative. 

Great segments of the American produc
tive economy face a barren outlook for 
domestic expansion. A veritable pall has 
been lowered over the scene by abandon
ment of the unique American formula of 
economic growth. This formula must be 
restored. 

Action should include an immediate 5-
year moratorium on further tariff cuts such 
as were authorized in the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. 

Second, our future policy should hold 
tariff reductions to 25 percent in 10 years 
or not over 2¥.z percent per year. 

Third, a true remedy for the serious in
juries caused by past tariff reductions should 
be provided. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted tO Mr. FINNEGAN <at 
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the request of Mr: RosTEHKOWSKI). for Clerk for printing and referenc-e tO the 
the balance of the week, on account of proper calendar. as follows: 
illness. Mr. BIIMPHILL: Co:mmittee on Interstate 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
add1·ess the House. following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. EDMONDSoN. for 30 minutes, on 
Tuesday, June 25. 

Mr. MooRE <at the request of Mr. 
RouDEBUSH), for 60 minutes, on June 24, 
1963. 

Mr. ToLLEFSON, for 30 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, pennission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD. or to revise and extend remarks. 
was granted to: 

Mr. FINO. 
Mr. ALGER and to .include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. NELSEN to revise and extend his re

marks on House Joint Resolution 247 and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SAYLOR to include extraneous mat
ter in his remarks made today. 

ADJOURNMENT 

and. Foreign Commerce. H.R. 5445. A bill 
to amend the lntersta te Commerce Act. to 
permit freight forwarders to acquire other 
carriers subject to such act, to place such 
transactions · under the provisions of sec
tion 5 of such act, and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 421). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government 
Operations. House Resolution 372. Res
olution disapproving the Reorganization 
Plan No. 1 of 1963; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 422). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2221. A bill to provide for 
the free entry of a mass spectrometer for 
the use of Stanford University, Stanford, 
Calif., with amendment (Rept. No. 423). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2675. A bill to extend for 3 
years the period during which certain tan
ning extracts, and extracts of hemlock or 
eucalyptus suitable for use for tanning, may 
be imported free of duty; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 424). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, 
that the House do now adjourn. 

I move Means. H.R. 3272. A bill to provide for the 
free entry of an orthicon image assembly for 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, June 20, 1963, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as 
follows: 

946. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting amend
ments to the budget for water resources 
projecta for the fiscal year 1964 involving a 
net decrease in the amount of $360,000 (H. 
Doc. No. 125): to the Committee on Ap
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

947. A letter from. the Associate Adminis
trator, Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S. 
Depa.rtment of Agriculture, transmitting a 
report on title I, Public Law 480, agreements 
concluded during May 1963, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 85-128; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

948. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
on certain deficiencies in the negotiation 
and administration of concession contracts 
for national park areas under the jurisdic
tion or the National Park. Service, Depart
ment of the Interior~ to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

949. A letter from. the Assistant Secretary 
or the Interior, transmitting a draft of a. 
proposed bill entitled "A bill to ratify cer
tain conveyances of land on the Crow Indian 
Reservation": to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

the use of the Medical College of Georgia, 
Augusta, Ga.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
425) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 5712. A bill to suspend for a. 
temporary period the import duty on hepta
noic acid; without amendment (Rept. No. 
426). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 6011 . . A bill to continue for a 
temporary period the existing suspension of 
duty on certain istle or Tampico fiber; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 427). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government 
Operations. H.R. 5171. A bill to authorize 
the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration to coordinate and otherwise 
provide for the economic and efficient pur
chase, lease, maintenance, operation, and 
utilization of electronic data processing 
equipment by Federal departments and agen
cies; with amendment (Rept. No. 428). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government 
Operations. Fifth report on common trust 
funds-overlapping responsibllity and con
flict in regulations; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 429). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ASPINALL (by request) : 
REPORTS OF COM~ES ON PUB

LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS H.R. 7135. A bill to amend the act of Au
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports gust 9, 1955 (69 stat. 618); to the Com

of comin.ittees were delivered to the mtttee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BARRY: 
H.R. 7186. A bill· to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for income tax purposes of expenses incurred 
by an individual for transportation to and 
from work; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
· H.R. 7137. A bill to provide for assistance
in the construction and initial operation of 
community health centers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 
H.R. 7138. A bill for the relief of the St. 

Francis Levee District, Arkansas; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 
H.R. 7139. A bill to authorize appropri

ations for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. LESINSKI: 
H.R. 7140. A bill to amend title 28 of the 

United States Code to allow defendants in 
suits unsuccessfully brought by the United 
States to recover certain costs; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McDADE: 
H.R. 7141. A bill to amend section 6(b) of 

the Area Redevelopment Act to permit the 
10 percent of the financing of industrial 
projects required to be met by a local public 
or semipublic body to be repaid over the 
same period as the Federal share of such 
financing: to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 7142. A blll to modify the application 

of section 207 of title 18, United States Code, 
relating to the disqualification of former 
officers and employees in matters connected 
with former duties or official responsibilities; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 
H.R. 7143. A bill to determine the rights 

and 'interests of the Navajo Tribe and the 
Ute Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain 
Reservation in and to certain lands in the 
State of New Mexico, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H.R. 7144. A bill to amend title I of the 

Housing Act of 1949 to 11mit the amount of 
noncash grant-in-aid credit for streets to 
that which directly benefits an urban re
newal area, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

H.R. 7145. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 to pro
vide that the District of Columbia may re
ceive noncash grant-in-aid credits for urban 
renewal projects only on the same basis as 
other municipalities; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R.·7146. A bill to protect the right to 

vote in Federal elections free from arbitrary 
discrimination by literacy tests or other 
means; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7147. A bill to provide !or the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in honor of the 
late Amelia Earhart Putnam; to the Com
mittee on Post Of!lce and Civil Service. 

By ¥r. TOLLEFSON: 
H.R. 7148. A blll to amend section 21 of 

the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, as amended 
( 46 U.S.C. 887), and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. FARBSTE.IN: 
H.J. Res. 490. Joint resolution extending 

an invitation to the International Olympic 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 11227 
Committee to hold the 1968 winter Olympic 
games in the United States; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MAcGREGOR: 
H.J. Res. 491. Joint resolution providing 

for the designation of the week commencing 
September 8, 1963, as National Public Works 
Week; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H.J. Res. 492. Joint resolution to author

ize the President to proclaim October 9 in 
each year as Lei! Erikson Day; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.J. Res. 493. Joint resolution to author

ize the President to proclaim the week be
ginning February 10 in each year as National 
Parkinson Week; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H. Con. Res. 183. Concurrent resolution 

relative to the Supreme Court decision on 
the reading of the Bible and offering of 
prayers in the public schools; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 
H. Oon. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution 

:favoring observance on July 4 of each year, 

by the ringing of bells throughout the United 
States, of the anniversary of the signing of 
the Declaration of Independence; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By·Mr. BECKER: 
H. Res. 407. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 9) proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States pertali1ing to 
the offering of prayers in public schools and 
other public places in the United States; to 
the Coinmittee on Rules. 

By Mr. HORAN: 
H. Res. 408. Resolution creating a Select 

Committee on Fiscal Organization and Pro
cedures of the Congress; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FLOOD: 
H.R. 7149. A bill for the relief of Adaman

tia G. Kounoupis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 7150. A bill for the relief of Alan 

Paley and Dorothy Paley; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
- H.R. 7151. A bill for the relief. ol John R. 
Devereux; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
165. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

Frank c. Balfour, national executive secre
tary, American Right-of-Way Association, 
Los Angeles, Calif., relative to the board of 
directors of the American Right-of-Way AB
sociation being requested by the National 
Utilities and Pipeline Committees to take ac
tive measures in opposition to certain regu
lations governing the use of rights-of-way 
over Federal lands which were issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior and Secretary of 
Agriculture, and published in the Federal 
Register of March 23, 1963, and being in sup
port of equitable revision of certain regula
tions of November 16, 1961, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Marketiag Agent for Public Power in 
Southern Idaho 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. FRANK CHURCH 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, June 19, 1963 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since 
the announcement that the Bonneville 
Power Administration will replace the 
Bureau of Reclamation as the marketing 
agent for public power in southern Idaho, 
advertisements have appeared in many 
newspapers in Idaho, paid for by the 
private power companies, attacking the 
decision. I ask unanimous consent that 
a statement I have prepared on this sub
ject may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

MARKETING AGENT FOR PUBLIC POWER IN 
SoUTHERN IDAHO 

It is said that BPA power is subsidized, 
or is paid for by tbe taxpayers, and from 
this it is argued that the cheaper rates will 
not really be an advantage to Idahoans. 
This is not so. The BPA rate structure Is 
geared to take care of all operating costs of 
the marketing agency, and to repay the capi
tal costs of the generating and transmission 
facilities, with interest, within a reasonable 
amortization period. Funds accumulated 
for this purpose are now substantially ahead 
of schedule. The law requires that the re
payment schedules must be met, from power 
revenues, in the years ahead. BPA rates are 
cheaper because the giant dams on the 
lower Snake and Columbia generate power 
efficiently, and l:)ecause interest on the 
money to construct them is charged at 
about 3 percent (which is all it c<>sts the 

Government to borrow this money) whereas 
private power companies pay to their stock
holders rates ranging upward from 6 per
cent on the money invested. Anyone who 
has ever made mortgage payments knows 
what a difference it would make to double 
the rate of interest. 

Some say that the private power compa
nies now doing business in southern Idaho 
will be injured. This has not been the case 
in Oregon and Washington, where the pri
vate companies have prospered, while reduc
lrig their rates, in areas long served by BPA. 
There is a reason for this. The private 
companies justify their high rates in Idaho 
by saying that it costs more to deliver power 
to thinly populated areas, and. that they 
could match the performance of the private 
companies in our neighbor States if they 
had large metropolitan areas to serve. 
Perhaps this is true. But BPA will not com
pete directly with the private companies. 
It will sell at reduced rates to the wholesale 
customers now served by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and its lower rates will make 
it possible for large industrial users of elec
tricity to bring their businesses to Idaho. 
This, in turn, will create new customers for 
the private companies, which will continue 
to sell to the new homes and ordinary busi
ness establishments, just as they do now. 
Experience in Oregon and Washington indi
cates that the private companies will then 
be able to reduce their rates, since they will 
be serving more customers in the same area, 
and still make a better profit for their stock
holders. 

It is argued that Idaho citizens will lose 
the taxes now paid by the power companies. 
But the private companies will continue to 
collect taxes from their customers, and pay 
them to local, State, and National govern
ments, just as they do now. With more cus
tomers to collect from, they will pay more 
taxes, not less. 

It is said that the lower BPA rates will not 
actually come to .Idaho, because it will first 
be necessary to construct a transm_ission line 
which the Congress will not approve. This, 
too, is not the whole truth. The co-ops and 
municipalities which are now buying power 
from the Bureau of Reclamation will have 

their rates reduced, by an average of 40 per
cent, just as soon as new contracts can be 
negotiated. BPA does not have one set of 
rates for customers in Oregon and Wash
ington and another for Idahoans. Co-ops, 
municipalities, and industrial users in Idaho 
will be able to buy this power at exactly the 
same rate they would pay if they were located 
next door to one of the big dams on the 
Columbia. BPA absorbs the cost of transmis
sion to remote customers, just as the postal 
service absorbs the higher cost of rural mail 
delivery, from a uniform rate structure. For 
the time being, the power sold in Idaho will 
be the same power heretofore sold by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which is generated in 
Idaho. The immediate dUference is that the 
rates will be lowered to the BPA scale, and 
all of the revenues of the BPA system will 
be balanced against the cost of generation 
and distribution (which includes the cost 
of present and future reclamation projects 
repayable from power revenues) in Idaho. 
Studies show that new transmission facili
ties can be constructed when needed, and 
paid for, with interest, out of power revenues 
.at the uniform BPA rate. 

It is said that only a few in southern Idaho 
will benefit, and that this will be at the ex
pense of those who still have to buy power 
from the private companies. In the first 
place, the number who Will benefit right 
.away from the lower BPA rate is substan
tial, about 25,000 farm and city families who 
now buy public power through their co-ops 
and city-owned distribution systems. In 
the second place, there will be no expense to 
the customers of the private companies. 
Finally, all who liv:e in southern Idaho will 
eventually benefit, even if they continue to 
buy power from the private companies, 
through the lower rates made possible by 
increased demand, and resulting greater effi
ciency, in the operations o! the private com
panies. 

A few have asserted that there is some
thing socialistic, or even communistic, 
about bringing BP A power to Idaho. Those 
who wlll be customers of the BPA are al
ready buying power from the Government 
through the Bureau of Reclamation. It 
seems hardly necessary to point out that no 
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